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IZVLEČEK 
Magistrsko delo obravnava neujemanja med skladenjskim in pragmatično-semantičnim 
določanjem razmerja med stavki v večstavčnih povedih. Čeprav sta omenjena pristopa navadno 
skladna glede tega, ali so stavki v povedi organizirani hierarhično ali nehierarhično, ni nujno, 
da se skladenjska razlaga vedno ujema s pragmatično-semantično. Delo se najprej osredotoči 
na metode, s katerimi določimo povedno hierarhijo ali nehierarhijo s skladenjskega vidika. S 
temi metodami kasneje pokažemo, da so primeri, ki se lahko morda razlagajo kot ponazoritve 
hierarhične organizacije z vidika pragmatike in semantike, še vedno nehierarhično organizirani 
s skladenjskega vidika. Tovrstne anomalije so v magistrskem delu prikazane na primerih 
vezalnega in ločnega priredja, ki s pragmatično-semantičnega vidika izražajo časovno 
zaporedje, pogojnost, vzročno-posledično ali dopustno razmerje. Z empiričnim delom potrdimo 
domneve tako, da analiziramo in interpretiramo sodbe maternih govorcev angleščine. 
 
Ključne besede: stavčno razmerje, priredje, podredje, povedna nehierarhija, povedna hierarhija, 
povedna simetrija, povedna asimetrija, skladnja, pragmatika, semantika  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
This master’s thesis is concerned with mismatches found in interpreting clause relations within 
multiple sentences from the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic points of view. Although the 
syntactic and pragmatic-semantic approaches are usually in agreement when it comes to 
establishing whether a multiple sentence is organised hierarchically or non-hierarchically, 
discrepancies between respective interpretations can be found as well. The thesis focuses on 
the methods which help determine the sentence hierarchy or non-hierarchy from the syntactic 
point of view. Further on, these are used to illustrate that even though some instances of co-
ordinated clauses may impose a hierarchical reading from the pragmatic-semantic point of 
view, they are still non-hierarchically organised from the syntactic point of view. In this thesis, 
such instances encompass anomalous examples of copulative and disjunctive coordination – it 
is assumed that they can impose interpretations of temporal ordering, condition, reason and 
consequence, and concession. In the empirical part, these assumptions are confirmed by relying 
on the judgements provided by the native speakers of English.  
 
Keywords: clause relation, coordination, subordination, sentence non-hierarchy, sentence 
hierarchy, sentence symmetry, sentence asymmetry, syntax, pragmatics, semantics 
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INTRODUCTION 
Multiple sentences are realised through a non-hierarchical or hierarchical organisation 
of clauses. The former is a symmetrical relation, whereas the latter offers an asymmetrical 
relation of units – ordinarily coordination facilitates a non-hierarchical relation, whereas in 
subordination, the superordinate and subordinate clause reflect a hierarchical connection (Quirk 
et al. 1985, 987). Sentence hierarchy and non-hierarchy have been studied thoroughly by 
authors as Hardarik Blühdorn, Hans Broekhuis, Cathrine Fabricius-Hansen, Wiebke Ramm, 
Peter W. Culicover, Ray Jackendoff, as well as Slovene linguists, such as Jože Toporišič, Jožica 
Gelb, and Andreja Žele. These authors, however, adopt different approaches to researching 
clause relations – predominantly, the syntactic principles of coordination and subordination are 
used to explain the connection between units in a multiple sentence. Both types of clause 
relation may be recognised by considering the type of the conjunction used to link the clauses 
and by observing the syntactic features characteristic of either the co-ordinate or subordinate 
clause within a multiple sentence. Such standard syntactic markers of coordination and 
subordination may be emphasized as the main criteria for determining the hierarchical or non-
hierarchical connection, but do not exist in solitude and may even provide false results when it 
comes to extracting the intention of a sentence (Blühdorn 2008, 59–62). 
Determining sentence (non-)hierarchy by applying merely the syntactic markers is 
restrictive, so other mechanisms should be applied as well – these encompass the semantic 
concepts of symmetry and asymmetry, which are standardly related to coordination and 
subordination, respectively. Additionally, pragmatics should be considered, as “the contribution 
to communication that derives directly from the conventions of the language” (Sag and Wasow 
1999, 105) made by semantics is still insufficient. The pragmatic factors provide a further 
insight into determining sentence (non-)hierarchy by considering the communicative intentions. 
By reducing the importance of the pragmatic point of view there is a risk of misidentifying the 
unit relations and of misinterpreting the message. Despite this standard association of 
pragmatic-semantic symmetry with syntactic coordination and pragmatic-semantic asymmetry 
with syntactic subordination, Blühdorn (2008, 61) argues that “[w]hatever the relevant factors 
that control the choice between syntactic subordination and coordination, they should not be 
identified with the distinction between hierarchical and non-hierarchical connection in 
discourse[.]” Such an argument may be supported by the fact that some seemingly co-ordinate 
constructions are asymmetrical in the scope of semantics and pragmatics, which means that 
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standard analysis may provide data relevant to the framework of syntax, but a further 
investigation is to be carried out in order to frame the intention of a sentence. Including these 
non-syntactic principles into the sentence analysis, which is initially carried out from the 
perspective of syntax, permits a definitive determination of whether a sentence is structured 
hierarchically or non-hierarchically. By extending the criteria of classifying sentences, the 
analysis becomes more credible and less restrictive.   
In the first part of the body, we, firstly, frame the approaches in which the phenomenon 
of asymmetry in coordination is further on discussed. Following are the criteria which help 
determine syntactic coordination and subordination. They encompass the connectives used to 
link clauses in a multiple sentence, the possibility of reversing the clauses in a specific manner, 
the possibility of forming questions the answer to which are specific clauses, (a)symmetrical 
ordering of the clauses, and, lastly, asyndeton. Syntactic subordination and coordination are 
discussed next, where the types relevant to the research are presented. Lastly, the emphasis is 
put on asymmetry found in the syntactically co-ordinate examples, where standard markers of 
coordination and subordination prove to be an unreliable criterion for determining sentence 
(non-)hierarchy. In this subsection, an analysis of syntactically co-ordinate instances is carried 
out, which relies on Broekhuis’s (2017) research on the phenomenon to some extent, and in 
which the criteria of determining the type of syntactic relations is applied to the sentences 
adapted from Broekhuis’s article (2017) “Asymmetrical Coordination”, as well as from The 
Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) (2008–). 
The second part of my master’s thesis is of empirical nature. We provide the data 
collected from the research which has been carried out by the use of a structured questionnaire, 
completed by thirty native speakers of English. By including the empirical evidence, we try to 
prove the insufficiency of standard syntactic procedures in understanding the original message 
of a sentence and, thereby, ascertain the findings of the analysis carried out in the theoretical 
part of the master’s thesis.  
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1. THEORETICAL PART 
1.1. Syntactic Sentence (Non-)Hierarchy  
Determining and recognizing sentence (non-)hierarchy is a process which takes place 
on two closely connected but separate levels: syntax and the pragmatic-semantic level. 
Syntactic markers of establishing and recognizing the type of connection between clauses 
within a sentence are not sufficient – the frameworks of semantics and pragmatics must be 
implemented to successfully interpret the original message of a sentence. 
Syntax is a collection of rules pertaining to generating abstract sentence patterns – it 
permits creation of sentences which are in accordance with said prescriptions. Chomsky (1965) 
illustrates the gist of the framework by presenting cases which violate the rules of the field: 
“John became Bill to leave[.]” (149) Semantics, on the other hand, is the study of meaning, 
which makes use of the conventions of the language suggested by syntax. Formal syntactic 
rules generate sentences which do not need to follow the semantic validity; for example: “[G]olf 
plays John” (149). Chomsky asserts that a violation of the rules suggested by the two 
frameworks renders deviant strings, which are open to interpretation, whereas following the 
rules should result in an unambiguous interpretation. 
This unambiguity, however, is not a constant – sentences in accordance with formal 
syntactic instructions and with semantic validity which still receive multiple interpretations, 
should be considered and dealt with in the framework of pragmatics. The pragmatic frame of 
reference determines “[…] how linguistic meaning interacts with situational factors and the 
plans and goals of conversational participants to achieve more subtle, often elaborate 
communicative effects” (Sag and Wasow 1999, 105). This frame of reference provides 
information about the context, in which the sentence has been uttered, as well as about its 
propositional content. The following passage is an instance of pragmatic ambiguity: 
 
King Croesus consulted the Oracle of Delphi before warring with Cyrus of Persia.  The 
Oracle replied that, "If Croesus went to war with Cyrus, he would destroy a mighty 
kingdom".  Delighted, Croesus attacked Persia, and Croesus’ army and kingdom were 
crushed.  Croesus complained bitterly to the Oracle’s priests, who replied that the Oracle 
had been entirely right.  By going to war with Persia, Croesus had destroyed a mighty 
kingdom – his own. 
(Axelsen 2008, par. 3) 
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Failing to consider the pragmatic perspective in interpreting an utterance might yield a 
result different from the original intent of the utterer. Such a distinction must also be introduced 
in the framework of connecting sentence units.  
Coordination and subordination are primarily syntactic notions, meaning that they can 
be differentiated based on the criteria which take into consideration the structure-related 
behaviour of clauses within a sentence (Fabricius-Hansen and Ramm 2008, 2).  The main 
criteria by which a multiple sentence is qualified as hierarchically or non-hierarchically 
organised are various. Conjunctions, for example, represent the primary indicator of either 
subordination or coordination. Markers of syntactic hierarchy are subordinators, whereas 
syndetic coordination is characterised by coordinators (Quirk et al. 1985, 918). Other criteria 
for determining a (non-)hierarchical organisation in a multiple sentence are the possibility or 
impossibility of clause reversal, forming questions based on one part of the construction, and 
asyndeton. 
Subordination and coordination, however, cannot be defined in entirety if semantic 
notions of symmetry and asymmetry are disregarded. Principally, “the information in a 
subordinate clause is often placed in the background with respect to the superordinate clause 
[…]. Thus the syntactic inequality of subordination tends to bring with it a semantic inequality 
which is realized by syntactic hierarchization, as well as by position” (Quirk et al. 1985, 919). 
Coordination, on the other hand, is a linkage of clauses which are “[…] syntactically 
‘equivalent’, ‘have the same status’, ‘play the same role’ in the given syntactic context 
(Fabricius-Hansen and Ramm 2008, 9). Blühdorn (2008, 61) argues that the terms symmetry 
and asymmetry are reserved for the framework of semantics, while the pragmatic framework is 
associated with the terms hierarchy and non-hierarchy. However, Broekhuis’s (2017) 
discussion on semantic asymmetry encompasses the principle of pragmatic hierarchy – the two 
notions should be concordant in order to conclusively determine unit relation. This master’s 
thesis adopts Broekhuis’s point of view – in order for a sentence to be asymmetrical, it also 
needs to be pragmatically hierarchical. Therefore, symmetrical relation of sentence units also 
indicates pragmatic non-hierarchy, while asymmetry in the sentence structure indicates 
hierarchy. Hereafter, the terms symmetry and asymmetry are used to refer to the semantic and 
pragmatic sentence non-hierarchy and hierarchy, respectively, whereas coordination and 
subordination are used to refer to the syntactic sentence non-hierarchy and hierarchy, 
respectively.  
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1.1.1. Criteria for Determining Sentence (Non-)Hierarchy  
a) Connective 
When discussing the criteria pertinent to determining sentence hierarchy or non-
hierarchy, classic syntactic markers are in the forefront of this identification process. 
“[C]onnectives (“linkers” […]) are among the most important means used to establish 
subordinative and coordinative relations in syntax” (Blühdorn 2008, 60). Slovene sources as 
well list types of connectives as one of the dominant syntactic tools by which the content of a 
clause is determined equal or subordinate to another clause unit. Žele (2016, 3, 4) asserts that 
within the scope of subordination, connectives serve as dependent mechanisms, meaning they 
introduce a subordinate clause and are, thus, crucial components in determining the type of the 
adverbial clause. On the other hand, coordination is a concept belonging to inter-propositional 
relationships, where connectives take over the role of inter-clausal connection, as well as of 
coordinating and articulating the logical relation of the clauses. Similarly, Fabricius-Hansen 
and Ramm (2008, 16, 17) claim that coordinators usually assume the role of addition to what 
has already been stated – “[the coordinator clarifies] that the sentence is not yet finished but 
that more ‘of the same kind’ as the structure processed thus far will have to be integrated in the 
interpretation”. Even though connectives are usually interpreted as syntactic indicators of either 
hierarchical or non-hierarchical order within a given sentence, Blühdorn (2008, 68) argues for 
undeniable connection between the semantic and syntactic aspects of sentence analysis. He 
asserts that “[…] the term connective does not refer to a syntactic, but to a semantic category” 
as these markers serve as tools of encoding semantic relations of events or propositions. Such 
an assertion points to the significant connectedness of syntax and pragmatics-semantics, but it 
also assumes a complete agreement between the two frames of studies. This coherence does not 
always occur – especially if types of coordination and subordination, and their belonging 
connectives are treated as rigid prescriptions by which a hierarchical or non-hierarchical 
organisation of clauses is determined. Such mismatches are further discussed in the subsection 
“Asymmetry in Coordination”. 
 
b) Forming Questions 
Toporišič (2000, 636–646) presents a criterion to be introduced when determining 
sentence (non-)hierarchy, which is seemingly an obvious feature of sentences which include a 
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subordinate clause, but is often overlooked due to its assumed status. Subordinate clauses serve 
as answers to questions which can be formed by using parts of the superordinate clause: 
 
The crafting forum is a dead spot because no one seems to really care there (adapted 
from COCA 2008–). 
> “Why is the crafting forum a dead spot?” “Because no one seems to really care there.”  
 
The same does not apply to the co-ordinated constructions – due to the fact that both (or 
all) co-ordinated units are treated as equal parts of a larger unit, the questions which 
instantaneously render one clause subordinate to another cannot be formed: 
 
There was less than a minute left in the game, and they were down 28-2 (adapted from 
COCA 2008–). 
> / 
I stay there, or I leave (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
> / 
 
If we treat both propositions as truthful (“there was less than a minute left in the game” 
and “they were down 28-2”), or if one of the two alternatives is treated as a possible truthful 
event (“I stay there” or “I leave”) there is no possibility of one clause being transformed into a 
wh-question, and the other one serving as the answer. If there were a condition under which a 
question could be formed, it would negate the symmetrical characteristic of coordination. A 
case in point is the following example of disjunctive coordination: 
 
You stay there, or I leave. 
 
The underlying intention of the sentence is that of a condition: “If you do not stay there, 
I leave.” A question may now be formed: “On what condition do I leave?” In this manner, the 
pragmatic perception transcends the syntactic rules, and the formally co-ordinate structure 
assumes the pragmatic interpretation of hierarchical connection. Such cases, however, are 
anomalous, and are, therefore, discussed further in the second segment dealing with 
asymmetrical coordination.  
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c) Reversibility 
Reversibility in the copulative and disjunctive types of coordination is the possibility of 
swapping clauses with some minor syntactic and pragmatic-semantic changes. Broekhuis 
(2017, 3) establishes that within the sentence in which the clauses are connected by means of 
copulative coordination, there is a commitment to presenting both (or all) clauses as truthful:  
 
There was less than a minute left in the game, and they were down 28-2.” > “They were 
down 28-2, and there was less than a minute left in the game (adapted from COCA 
2008–). 
 
Such an assertion may be confirmed by the fact that the co-ordinated clauses can be 
reversed without any changes in truthfulness of the propositions uttered. This does not mean 
that the reversal is completely arbitrary; it may come as a result of preferring sequence from 
one perspective to another, be it psychological, emotional, or rhetorical (Fabricius-Hansen and 
Ramm 2008, 7, 18). The same commutative feature is true for disjunctive coordination – both 
propositions are true if reversed:  
 
I stay there, or I leave (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
> I leave, or I stay there. 
 
Bánréti (2003, 266) argues, however, that coordinative conjunctions my not take the 
initial position in a multiple sentence: 
 
* Or I leave, I stay there. 
 
A conclusion may be drawn, therefore, that coordinative copulative and disjunctive 
conjunctions cannot move together with the clause to which they are attached, meaning that 
they act as unlinked to either or all clauses. 
 
Clauses within a subordinately connected sentence, on the other hand, do not share the 
same possibility of being reversed while retaining the position of the conjunction without losing 
the original message:  
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The crafting forum is a dead spot because no one seems to really care there (adapted 
from COCA 2008–). 
 ≠ “No one really seems to care on the crafting forum because it is a dead spot.”  
 
Such a transformation of the sentence swaps the reason for consequence and vice versa 
and, thereby, changes the pragmatic-semantic reading thereof.  
 
However, there does exist a feature of subordinate adverbial clauses which also deals 
with clause ordering – that is the possibility of being preposed or postposed. These 
constructions may be reversed in the sense that the whole of subordinate clause, the 
subordinator being a part of that clause, appears either before or after the superordinate clause. 
This means that, by contrast to co-ordinate structures, the conjunction is a part of the clause, 
and may take the initial position of a multiple sentence (Kortmann 2001, 166). The following 
example is that of the adverbial clause of reason:  
 
The crafting forum is a dead spot because no one seems to really care there (adapted 
from COCA 2008–). 
> “Because no one really seems to care on the crafting forum, it is a dead spot.” 
 
d) Asyndeton  
Quirk et al. (1985, 1472) claim that utterances may exhibit textual relation without 
formal signals for connection – such type is referred to as the asyndetic relation of utterances: 
 
He ate too much for dinner and he was ill the next day (Quirk et al. 1985, 1472). 
He ate too much for dinner. He was ill the next day (1472). 
 
The first construction is an example of syndetic coordination as there is an overt symbol 
signalling the type of syntactic connection – the coordinator and. In the second example, the 
sequence of utterances, however, does not include a “formal indicator of connection” (Quirk et 
al. 1985, 1472). The authors of A Comprehensive Grammar of English (1985) also emphasize 
that asyndeton is stylistically marked, and Toporišič (2000, 650) similarly asserts that this 
means of clause connection yields a somewhat unprocessed message, which results in a primal 
reading thereof.  
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Quirk et al. argue for asymmetrical clause relation found in examples of asyndetic 
relation: “[Asyndeton] raises the expectation that the second utterance followed the first as an 
iconic representation of being sequential in time or consequential in reasoning – and often in 
both […]” (1985, 1472).  Therefore, this criterion may be applied in order to argue for an 
asymmetric organisation of clauses.  
 
e) (A)symmetry  
The last criterion presented is that belonging to the scope of semantics; it is closely 
related to the criteria pertaining to syntax, but still takes its own position. If standard syntactic 
markers of determining sentence (non-)hierarchy deal with the structure of individual units and 
their constituents within a sentence, semantic notions are abstract in nature and more difficult 
to polarise. By definition, if only the formal view is considered, coordination presents a 
symmetrical relation of clauses: “[…] if A is co[-]ordinated to B, then B is also co[-]ordinated 
to A” (Fabricius-Hansen and Ramm 2008, 11). A structure with “A” and “B” clauses is said to 
be co-ordinate if both clauses have the same status, and it is not co-ordinate if one of the clauses 
is more important, as this hierarchy introduces asymmetry (Haspelmath 2004, 3). Asymmetrical 
clause relation, on the other hand,  is formally realized by means of subordination as hierarchical 
structure might be presented in a formulaic shape: “If A is subordinate to B, then B cannot be 
subordinate to A; but B may, in its turn, be subordinate to a third entity C, and so on” (Fabricius-
Hansen and Ramm 2008, 2). Therefore, B holds an important position, especially in relation to 
its subordinate element A. The subordinate clause is said to include less prominent pieces of 
information than the superordinate clause and is, therefore, less communicatively relevant. 
However, in linguistics, this logic is not as transparent as in discussions about social hierarchy. 
While it is true that only the superordinate (or main) clause may act as an independent party, it 
is relative whether or not the subordinate clause holds less communicative weight than its 
superordinate counterpart (Fabricius-Hansen and Ramm 2008, 2, 3). 
In order for the definitions of these semantic terms and their applications to cohere, the 
pragmatic perspective must be taken into consideration – especially when determining the 
communicative weight of individual units within a sentence. Therefore, as was already 
established, symmetry and asymmetry belong to and should be analysed not merely on the 
semantic level, but rather on the broader level of pragmatics.  
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1.1.2. Coordination  
Types of coordination sometimes vary; the most representative ones are: copulative, 
disjunctive, adversative, explanatory, resultative, and causal coordination. The latter has been 
treated as a type of subordinate adverbial clause in some sources (Haspelmath 2004, 5), but it 
is also often placed in the category of co-ordinate constructions due to its syntactic features 
(Toporišič 2000, 647). Due to its ambiguous nature, causal coordination is discussed in the 
section on asymmetry in coordination. Following are presentations of copulative and 
disjunctive coordination, which are relevant to confirming the hypotheses presented. 
 
 Copulative coordination  
Copulative coordination joins two clauses in a complementary fashion, with the two 
events or actions being restricted to and joined by time and place. The most widespread marker 
of copulative coordination is the conjunction and: 
In 2007 I was healthy, rode snowboards, enjoyed my job and built/rode motorcycles 
(adapted from COCA 2008–). 
 
 Disjunctive or alternative coordination 
The typical conjunction or presents an alternative, and it is exclusive in nature – this 
means that both/all alternatives cannot be true or cannot be fulfilled (Quirk et al. 1985, 930): 
 
I figured somebody has tried this or knows of a way to make it work (adapted from 
COCA 2008–). 
  
Quirk et al. (1985, 930) list several functions for the standard copulative conjunction 
and and disjunctive conjunction or. However, some of these functions are cases, where and and 
or introduce a subordinate clause, and thus, express asymmetry rather than symmetry, while 
some sentences with these conjunctions express other types of coordination (such as adversative 
or explanatory coordination). Most notably, in discussing the conjunction and, there often 
appears a function in which this primarily co-ordinate conjunction connects propositions which 
express sequence of time. However, such constructions have asymmetrical implications. 
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Therefore, these functions of the conjunction and and or are not discussed in the scope of 
copulative coordination, some of them are rather discussed in the segment dealing with 
anomalous asymmetrical co-ordinate constructions. 
 
1.1.3. Subordination 
Within the scope of subordination, syntactic functions of subordinate clauses vary – they 
may be of nominal, adjectival, and of adverbial nature. Adverbial subordinate clauses are 
divided into several subcategories conveying different notions; in Slovene they can, according 
to Toporišič (2000, 640–646) express time, place, manner, result, means, reason, regard, 
purpose, condition, concession, comparison, or exclusion. With the exception of the function 
of means and regard, the same functions are found in English, as well (Quirk et al. 1985, 997–
999). For the purposes of the hypotheses presented, only sentences including subordinate 
clauses which function as adverbial adjuncts of time, reason, condition, and concession are 
presented and discussed.  
 
 Adverbial clause of time 
 
These dependent clauses specify the point of time of the superordinate clause. There are 
many choices pertaining to connecting the clauses marked by subordination of time; the most 
common subordinators of time are when, while, as, after, before, since, till, until, as soon as – 
depending on which aspect of the scope of time is intended to be emphasized.  
When I have the time, I use a large number of pastels to create a subtler and more 
complex painting (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
 
 Adverbial clause of reason 
The dependent clause provides a reason of the superordinate clause which follows or precedes 
it. The prototypical connective for this type of subordination is because, but also since and as 
are often used.  
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You are indeed a true fan because you share (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
 
This type of a dependent clause is the subordinate equivalent of causative coordination, which 
belongs neither to the scope of coordination, nor to the framework of subordination in its 
entirety and with certainty. The adverbial clause of reason is further discussed in juxtaposition 
to its co-ordinate equivalent in the following section dealing with asymmetry in coordination.  
 
 Adverbial clause of condition 
The dependent clause introduces a condition on which the superordinate clause operates. The 
prototypical subordinator used is if. 
 
If you want to do Internet marketing, you are going to need a website (adapted from 
COCA 2008–). 
 
 Adverbial clause of concession 
The dependent clause expresses the allowance under which the content of the superordinate 
clause is carried out. The adverbial clause suggests an answer to the question: “Despite what 
…?” Typical subordinators used are even though, although, and while: 
 
I've not fully explored the blog although I plan to (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
 
1.2. Asymmetry in Coordination 
Sentence analysis pertaining to determining (non-)hierarchical organisation of clauses 
may not be observed merely from the syntactic point of view. Notions of symmetry and 
asymmetry, which in this thesis encompass the pragmatic and the semantic factors, play a 
crucial role in defining the clause relations, and, therefore, may not be exempt from the analysis 
in general.  
However, it is important to maintain a level of separation between the two perspectives 
as the two standard methods of combining symmetry with coordination and asymmetry with 
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subordination may not always occur. Symmetry and asymmetry are closely associated with 
coordination and subordination within the framework of syntax, and, additionally, represent 
one of the predominant criteria in ascertaining either hierarchical or non-hierarchical order 
within a sentence. Up to this point, it has been shown that syntactic markers of clause relations 
usually coincide with the semantic and pragmatic component, which is taken into account in 
the syntactic analysis. This means that the multiple sentence in which the clauses may be 
reversed (with the conjunction functioning as an independent element which does not move 
along with the clause before which it stands), and in which the clauses are connected via 
standard coordinators, should depict a symmetrical relation. The complementary nature 
between the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic perspectives, however, is not a given.  
Žele (2016, 3, 4) brings forth the issue of the “unreal” subordinate clauses, which could 
serve as an explanation for finding asymmetrical relation within the scope of coordination. Such 
clauses are said to express connectedness, which is usually the function of conjunctions in 
coordination, rather than cohesiveness – a function typical for subordinate clauses. The author 
focuses on connectedness in adverbial clauses of time and reason, and manner. The 
transformation from subordinate clauses to co-ordinate ones serves as a tool for transcending 
the standard syntactic-semantic agreement on sentence hierarchy in Žele’s work. However, this 
transformation process is treated too generally and is presented as optional – the pre-
transformation sentences bear standard asymmetrical features, while after the transformation 
into a co-ordinate construction, there is a shift in hierarchy, which renders sentences 
symmetrical (as is the usual relation of clauses in a co-ordinate construction). Therefore, there 
is no dilemma here as to how to label these sentences, as there is with some obscure cases, 
which this thesis discusses. The following example shows a possible transformation of an 
adverbial clause of reason into resultative coordination: 
 
Because it was very cold, I took off warmly clothed. > It was very cold, so I took off 
warmly clothed (adapted from Žele 2016, 10). 
 
The first construction may clearly be labelled as introducing a subordinate clause – the 
two clauses may be switched without any differences in meaning, but the attention is drawn to 
the main clause by introducing it first: 
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I took off warmly clothed because it was very cold. 
 
Furthermore, the adverbial clause may serve as an answer to the question formed: 
 
Why did you take off warmly clothed? 
 
Additionally, the choice of the connective because could be an initial trigger for 
interpreting the sentence as introducing a subordinate clause. 
The transformed sentence without a doubt depicts coordination – all syntactic markers 
confirm this. The reversal of the clauses with the conjunction functioning as a part of the second 
clause may not occur: 
 
* So I took off warmly clothed, it was very cold. 
 
However, a reversal of the units where the conjunction functions as a rigid constituent 
and does not move may be applied:  
 
I took off warmly clothed, so it was very cold. 
 
Surely, the transformation above takes a toll on the pragmatic interpretation – the 
original message is changed.  
Žele suggests a credible point on the blurred lines between subordination and 
coordination. By depicting simple approaches to transforming subordinate clauses to co-
ordinate ones, and vice versa, the author shows that there is no definite semantic discrepancy 
between the two methods of establishing clause relation. However, Žele focuses on instances 
and their transformations, whose pragmatic-semantic and syntactic perspectives are in 
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agreement. This combination of syntactic subordination and coordination with pragmatic-
semantic hierarchy and non-hierarchy, respectively, is standard. Therefore, the author’s work 
may be taken into account in discussing asymmetry in coordination only to some extent. It does 
introduce the dilemma of the transparency in standard methods of establishing clause relations, 
but it remains at the point of associating asymmetry with subordination and symmetry with 
coordination.  
 
1.2.1. Asymmetry in Causal Clause Relation 
Anomalous, unrepresentative instances, on the other hand, show not only that clause 
relations are difficult to polarize, but also that there is a mismatch between the pragmatic-
semantic and syntactic understandings of multiple sentences within the framework of individual 
types of the clause relation.  
Causal coordination and instances thereof, however, are ambiguous in their entirety, and 
authors do not always agree about whether this type of connection actually links units of the 
same rank, or not. Toporišič (2000, 647), for example, treats this clause relation as a co-ordinate 
one: 
 
Almost all refugees trembled like a leaf, for we had not eaten properly for a fortnight 
(adapted from Toporišič 2000, 652). 
He asked to be transferred, for he was unhappy (adapted from Quirk et al. 1985, 922). 
 
The ambiguous nature of this co-ordinate construction may exist due to the similarity to 
its subordinate counterpart, that is the adverbial clause of reason/cause: 
 
All refugees trembled like a leaf because we had not eaten properly for a fortnight. 
He asked to be transferred because he was unhappy.  
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Such a transformation does not take anything away from the original proposition – it 
does, however, affect the analysis by which the hierarchical ordering is determined. Toporišič 
(2000, 644, 646) discusses both causal coordination and the adverbial clause of cause, and 
asserts that an example of the former may be transformed into a construction which introduces 
an adverbial clause of cause. Similarly, a construction which introduces an adverbial clause of 
cause may be transformed into an example of causal coordination. The most notable change 
which occurs during the transformation is the substitution of the connective (for is replaced by 
because). 
Quirk et al. (1985, 922), on the other hand, claim that for is a subordinator, which means 
that no position is reserved for causative coordination. However, the authors do assert that the 
conjunction for functions as a coordinator in the sense that the clause in which it is introduced 
takes on some properties characteristic of the co-ordinate clauses. Let us introduce the reversal 
criterion, for the example: the sentence exemplifying causal coordination cannot be reversed by 
placing the entire second clause along with the conjunction to the sentence-initial position:  
 
* For he was unhappy, he asked to be transferred (Quirk et al. 1985, 922). 
 
This impossibility of the conjunction to serve as the introductory item of the multiple 
sentence results in interpreting the construction as belonging to the framework of coordination.  
The ambiguity continues, if the reversal feature characteristic of co-ordinate 
constructions were to be applied – that is, the reversal of clauses, where the conjunction remains 
in its initial position: 
 
He was unhappy, for he asked to be transferred. 
 
The example above is not ungrammatical, but the pragmatic-semantic interpretation is 
different as the clause expressing result and the clause expressing cause have been switched. 
This leads to changing the original intention of the sentence, and, therefore, raises several 
questions pertaining to the (non-)hierarchical order within the construction. 
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Similarly, Huddleston et al. (2002, 1321, 1322) argue that for should be treated as a 
subordinating conjunction. The authors introduce different techniques to ascertaining the non-
co-ordinate nature of the connective – for example, for cannot function as a connective in 
multiple coordinations: 
 
He went to bed, for he was exhausted, for he had been gardening all day (Huddleston et 
al. 2002, 1322). 
 
In this example, the third clause presents the cause of the second clause and not a direct 
cause of the first one – the act of gardening is the cause of the exhaustion not of going to bed 
(at least not directly). If the connective were in fact a coordinator, the first for could be omitted, 
which is not the case in the example above. This would mean that the connective typical for 
causative relations is rightfully ascribed the label of subordinator. However, as has been 
established, it is also noted in The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language (2002) that 
for may not appear in the sentence-initial position: 
 
* For he was exhausted, he went to bed (Huddleston et al. 2002, 1322). 
 
This restriction shows that the connective may not explicitly be marked neither as a 
coordinator nor a subordinator as arguments are made for both labels. Nonetheless, Huddleston 
et al. (2002, 1322) do express preference for classifying it as a non-coordinator.  
Evidently, there does not exist a unanimous classification of causal relation within a 
sentence. However, the ambiguity of causality may as well serve as a reminder that asymmetry-
subordination and symmetry-coordination matches are vague, and should not be perceived as 
the prescription in the sentence analysis and message interpretation. 
 
1.2.2. Asymmetry in Formally Co-ordinated Clauses 
Other types of coordination are not usually as ambiguous as the entirety of causal clause 
relation, especially not in their representative instances. Mismatches between the pragmatic-
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semantic and syntactic interpretations, however, are characteristic of anomalous instances, 
where a non-standard interpretation needs to be applied in order to construe the original 
intention of a sentence.  
Coordinators and and or are usually indicators of copulative and disjunctive clause 
relations, respectively. However, such conspicuous markers may result in misidentifying the 
type of clause relation within a given sentence as seemingly copulative co-ordinate clause may 
introduce a condition, concession, time frame, or reason, while a formally disjunctive co-
ordinate clause may introduce a condition.  
Following are the instances of copulative and disjunctive types of coordination to which 
criteria pertaining to determining sentence hierarchy or lack thereof are applied in order to 
determine the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic interpretations. The analysis is carried out by 
relying on Hans Broekhuis’s research (2017) on asymmetrical relation found in coordination. 
 
a) Asymmetry in Copulative Coordination 
 Temporal Ordering 
The prototypical instance of asymmetrical coordination is a sentence in which the 
propositions are not only truthful, but also in which the first clause precedes the second one in 
the written representation and in the temporal frame: 
 
(1) Her phone buzzed, and she picked it up. 
 
The event of the telephone buzzing precedes the subject answering it. Syntactically, this 
example depicts two co-ordinated clauses, which is transparent from the use of the connective 
and – the most noticeable marker of coordination. However, from the pragmatic point of view, 
the sentence is hierarchically organised, meaning it is asymmetrical. Further evidence for 
syntactic coordination and pragmatic-semantic asymmetry may be provided by applying the 
criteria relevant to coordinated clauses.  
The reversal of the clauses where the connective is rigid in its position may be applied: 
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(2) She picked up her phone, and it buzzed (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
 
From the pragmatic point of view “[the example] clash[es] with our knowledge of the 
world, due to the fact that the linear order of the coordinands appears to be interpreted such that 
it coincides with the temporal order of the events expressed by them” (Broekhuis 2017, 3). The 
interpretation of (2) is that the first event which transpired is that of the subject answering the 
telephone, which rang after that. Such an assertion is an anomaly as it does not meet the logic 
of our expectations – that is, the telephone must first ring in order for it to be picked up. The 
pragmatic interpretation of (2), therefore, shifts when the reversal rule with a rigid connective 
is to be applied – the temporal ordering interpretation is lost. This means that the example 
presents an asymmetrical relation of the two clauses. However, syntactically, the example (2) 
is intact.  
Further evidence that syntactically such constructions are still co-ordinated is provided 
by applying the reversal rule pertinent to adverbial clauses – that is the reversal of clauses, 
where the non-initial clause with the connective linked to it may be moved in entirety to the 
initial position: 
 
(3) * And it buzzed, she picked up her phone. 
 
This construction does not function on the syntactic level which supposes that (1) 
introduces a co-ordinate clause on syntactic level. 
The criterion of forming questions the answer to which is the adverbial clause cannot 
be applied if the original form of the sentence is considered. However, the transformation of (1) 
into a sentence which introduces a subordinate clause enables forming questions: 
 
(4) After the phone had buzzed, she picked it up. 
 
The question When did she pick it up? may be introduced to determine the type of the 
adverbial clause. Furthermore, the sole possibility of transforming the original sentence into a 
syntactically subordinate equivalent demonstrates the asymmetrical relation of the clauses.  
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The original sentence (1) may also be transformed into a sequence of utterances without 
an overt connective: 
 
(5) Her phone buzzed. She picked it up. 
 
According to Quirk et al. (1985, 1472), this transformation into a structure connected 
by means of asyndeton is a signal of asymmetry. There is, therefore, a hierarchical order present 
in (5), and, consequently, it is also present in (1). 
 
 Reason and Consequence 
This segment deals not with the problematic of labelling the entirety of the cause-
consequence relation as hierarchical or non-hierarchical, but rather with asymmetrical relations 
expressing reason which can be found in the examples of formal copulative coordination.  
 
(6) This woman has been sentenced, and she is going to prison (adapted from COCA 
2008–). 
 
Such an example shows that this type of relation is closely tied to the temporal ordering 
of the co-ordinated clauses as it may also frame the timeline in which the events presented have 
occurred. However, another relation may be observed in (6) – that is the reason-consequence 
relation. The reason for the subject being incarcerated is her sentencing.  
Broekhuis introduces another example which conspicuously points out the asymmetry 
of co-ordinated units: 
 
(7) She died, and we buried her (adapted from Broekhuis 2017, 5). 
 
The event of the subject’s death serves as the reason for her family burying the subject 
of the initial clause.  
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If the reversal rule for co-ordinated clauses were to be applied, another relation would 
be emphasized: 
 
(8) We buried her, and she died (adapted from Broekhuis 2017, 5). 
 
In (8) the implication is such that the death of the experiencer is a consequence of the 
burial (along with the temporal ordering relation). Similarly to (2), (8) imposes an unexpected 
interpretation, but it, nonetheless, does not break syntactic prescriptions, rendering the sentence 
syntactically co-ordinate. 
Another reason as to why (7) does not introduce a subordinate clause within the scope 
of syntax is the fact that the reversal rule typical of subordinate constructions may not be applied 
without receiving an ungrammatical result: 
 
(9) * And we buried her, she died. 
 
It has been established that (7) is syntactically co-ordinate. On the other hand, 
considering the pragmatic-semantic perception, asymmetry may be established by transforming 
it into an example of syntactic subordination, whereby the original message is preserved: 
 
(10) Because she died, we buried her. 
 
Further evidence on pragmatic-semantic asymmetry is provided by the following 
example which confirms hierarchical order within the sentence by applying the asyndetic 
method of connection: 
 
(11)  She died. We buried her.  
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 Concession  
Sentences which introduce a co-ordinate clause, but are asymmetrical from the 
pragmatic-semantic point of view may also express concession: 
 
(12) Jan eats too much, and he remains too skinny (adapted from Broekhuis 2017, 5). 
 
To confirm the asymmetry of the example, the transformation into its subordinate 
counterpart should be carried out: 
 
(13) Even though Jan eats too much, he remains too skinny.   
 
This transformation restores the original message of the sentence by introducing the 
adverbial clause of concession.  
 
(14) Jan eats too much. He remains too skinny.  
 
In previous examples, asyndeton was used to illustrate asymmetry in the syntactically 
co-ordinate sentences. However, (14) is somewhat vague and does not explicitly suggest a 
concessive relation – Quirk et al. (1985, 1472) note that asyndeton is usually a signal of two 
utterances “being sequential in time or consequential in reasoning” as is the case in (5) and (11). 
Following this logic, asymmetry in (12) cannot be conclusively confirmed by merely 
transforming the sentence into a sequence of utterances which are connected by means of 
asyndeton.   
Despite the asymmetrical reading from the perspective of pragmatics and semantics, 
however, the reversal of the clauses without the connective, typical of co-ordinate 
constructions, may be applied, which suggests that the clauses in (12) are syntactically still co-
ordinated: 
 
(15) Jan remains too skinny, and he eats too much. 
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However, in contrast to (12), (15) does not clearly impose a concessive interpretation 
from the pragmatic-semantic point of view.  
If the original sentence (12) is exposed to the reversal of clauses with the connective 
being a belonging part of the non-initial clause, which is a feature of adverbial clauses, the result 
is ungrammatical: 
 
(16) * And she’s willing to forgive it, I’m imperfect. 
 
This impossibility to adopt a feature characteristic of subordinate clauses shows that 
(12) is in fact syntactically co-ordinate even if it depicts a hierarchical order from the 
perspective of pragmatics and semantics. 
 
 Condition  
A special type of asymmetrical coordination is a construction wherein one clause 
expresses a condition, and the other one a possible result. It differs from other types of these 
unique constructions in the sense that it is ascribed a rigid mood and tense. The first co-
ordinated clause should be an imperative clause, and the present tense should be used to receive 
a conditional reading: 
 
(17) You go past those rocks, and I shoot you (adapted from COCA 2008–). 
 
The first indicator for asymmetry found in instances as (17) is the fact that the two co-
ordinated clauses are not both indicative in nature, which is normally the case in coordination. 
Here, not all clauses have a truth value but “[…] are [rather] used for persuading the addressee 
to bring about a truth transition (that is, as a request to the addressee to make some proposition 
true).” (Broekhuis 2017, 6)  
Culicover (1972) deals thoroughly with instances which structurally do not resemble 
conditional constructions: 
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(18) One more can of beer and I’m leaving (1972, 199). 
 
These constructions – “OM-sentences” – are further discussed in Culicover and 
Jackendoff’s research (1997) which deals with the discrepancies between syntax and semantics 
(the authors also take into consideration the pragmatic interpretation). It is asserted that such 
instances have various interpretations, but the authors put focus on only one – (19) illustrates a 
prominent paraphrase of (18): 
 
(19) If you have one more can of beer, I’m leaving (Culicover and Jackendoff 1997,  
196). 
 
(18) receives an “interpretation in which the left conjunct functions semantically as if it 
were a subordinate clause,” (Culicover and Jackendoff 1997, 196) which suggests that OM-
sentences are merely superficially co-ordinate, while considering the pragmatic-semantic point 
of view may result in a different interpretation. However, the authors do stress that the 
syntactically subordinate transformation is less vague than the original OM-construction 
because it does not leave room for other interpretations. 
Such an assertion is apparent also from the transformation of (17) into a sentence which 
introduces a subordinate clause: 
 
(20) If you go past those rocks, I shoot you. 
 
(21) You go past these rocks. I shoot you.  
 
 
In (21) the utterances connected by means of asyndeton are presented. It has been argued 
that only reason-consequence and time sequence relation may be expressed by means of 
asyndeton. (21), however, could receive a conditional reading, but it could also impose a 
reading which suggests temporal sequence of events. The sequence is ambiguous, so further 
investigation on whether it is associated with pragmatic and semantic asymmetry is presented 
in the empirical part of this thesis.  
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To ascertain that (17) formally introduces not a subordinate but two co-ordinated 
clauses, the reversal criterion characteristic of the subordinate clauses may be applied, which 
results in an ungrammatical sentence: 
 
(22) * And I shoot you, you go past those rocks. 
 
If the criterion typical of co-ordinated clauses in which the connective does not move 
along with the clause to which it is attached is applied, the result is such: 
 
(23) I shoot you, and you go past those rocks. 
 
The conditional reading is lost – (23) shows that by changing the structure of the initial 
sentence there is also a change in the pragmatic-semantic interpretation of the sentence. While 
(17) expressed some sort of a warning to the addressee, (23) may suggest, for example, two 
events happening in a consecutive order.  
 
b)  Asymmetry in Disjunctive Coordination 
Conditional reading may also be imposed in a sentence exhibiting a syntactically 
disjunctive relation of clauses. However, here, the mood of the co-ordinate structures is not 
prescribed as both clauses may be ascribed the indicative mood, or the sentence can consist of 
one clause in the imperative mood and the other one in the indicative mood: 
 
(24) I will go (now) or I’ll be too late (adapted from Broekhuis 2017, 9). 
(25) Go (now) or you’ll be too late! (9) 
 
Both (24) and (25) motivate the addressee to interpret the sentences as exhibiting a 
condition:  
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(26) If I don’t go (now), I’ll be too late (adapted from Broekhuis 2017, 9). 
(27) If you don’t go (now), you’ll be too late (9). 
 
Asymmetry in disjunctive coordination, however, is special in its own way – it is clear 
from (26) and (27) that the transformation into a syntactically subordinate construction is 
possible provided the verb of the first clause which introduces a condition is negated. This may 
be confirmed by the fact that the disjunctive coordinator or generally introduces an alternative, 
which means only one of two (or more) propositions may occur. 
It is not assumed, therefore, that transforming (24) into an asyndetically connected 
example yields a confirmation of asymmetrical clause relation or restores the original message 
of the sentence as the coordinator or is of key importance in doing so: 
 
(28) I will go now. I’ll be too late. 
 
Such a sequence of utterances is not an alternative form of the initial sentence (24), 
which is not surprising as Quirk et al. (1985, 1472) discuss the possibility of structures with co-
ordinated clauses being transformed into asyndetically connected utterances only within the 
scope of copulative coordination. 
Formally, (24) is syntactically co-ordinate, which may be ascertained by applying the 
reversal criterion characteristic of multiple sentences introducing a subordinate clause: 
 
(29) * Or I’ll be too late, I will go now. 
 
Such a transformation renders an ungrammatical construction, which would not have 
occurred if the sentence in fact comprised a subordinate and a superordinate clause.  
The reversal criterion typical for co-ordinated clauses may be applied to (24) without 
turning it into an ungrammatical construction: 
 
(30) I’ll be too late, or I will go now. 
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However, this transformation takes away from the message of the original sentence and 
results in an incoherent construction due to the impossibility of placing it into a context where 
it would make sense.  
Applying the reversal criterion of co-ordinate constructions to (25), on the other hand, 
not only changes the original reading of the sentence, but results in a possibly unacceptable 
construction: 
 
(31) ? You’ll be too late, or go now. 
 
The fact that changing the order of the clauses results in an ungrammatical sentence may 
be ascribed to the use of different moods and tenses because, similarly as in (30), there is no 
alternative interpretation of (31) which may be applied in order to ascribe the sentence logical 
sense. 
It seems, therefore, that if the examples (23) and (31) are considered, the instances of 
disjunctive coordination which pragmatically-semantically illustrate asymmetry are less 
structurally flexible than instances of asymmetrical copulative coordination – they either appear 
in their original form or in the form of a syntactically subordinate clause. Here, the criteria of 
determining syntactic coordination or subordination and pragmatic asymmetry and symmetry 
provide somewhat inconclusive results – thus, the empirical data presented in the next part are 
of key importance in fully ascertaining the asymmetrical clause relation found in instances of 
disjunctive coordination.  
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2. EMPIRICAL PART 
2.1. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The proposed research investigates different approaches to determining sentence 
hierarchy, namely the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic approaches. The research tries to 
ascertain whether separating the two interpretations would be beneficial in determining the type 
of clause connection. The empirical part functions as a confirmation of the analysis carried out 
in the last section of the theoretical part in which the criteria of determining subordination and 
coordination are applied to the supposedly anomalous instances in order to establish a mismatch 
between the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic perceptions of sentence hierarchy and non-
hierarchy.  
Research questions: 
a) Is there an overt signal for introducing either the subordinate or co-ordinate clause 
which may provide non-definitive results in determining sentence hierarchy and 
non-hierarchy? 
b) Do syntax and pragmatics-semantics complement each other in determining 
sentence hierarchy and non-hierarchy? 
c) Should the syntactic and the pragmatic-semantic interpretations of sentence 
hierarchy and non-hierarchy be kept separate? 
 
This master’s thesis presents three main hypotheses: 
H1: The overt markers of subordination and coordination are not a sufficient criterion for 
determining the hierarchical or the non-hierarchical organisation of clauses in a multiple 
sentence.  
H2: The syntactic and pragmatic-semantic interpretations of sentence (non-)hierarchy do not 
always complement each other. 
H3: There should be a distinction made between the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic points 
of view on sentence hierarchy and non-hierarchy as there exist mismatches between them. 
 
 
29 
 
2.2. Methodology 
The data have been collected through the use of the survey method; more specifically, 
the structured questionnaire has been made use of. The questions included are closed-ended as 
the aim is to acquire the respondents’ evaluation of specific sentence structures – these were 
acquired by including and adapting examples from COCA (2008–). The corpus was searched 
by individual conjunctions (and and or) or by strings of words; for example, personal pronouns 
were added to the copulative and disjunctive conjunctions to limit the search. Next, the results 
were examined and parts of the appropriate entries were chosen. This process of selection was 
carried out by applying the proposed methods to determine sentence hierarchy and non-
hierarchy of individual sentences. The chosen sentences are those which are connected by the 
disjunctive or the copulative coordinator and which illustrate either hierarchical or non-
hierarchical organisation of clauses, depending on which clause relation is aimed to be 
illustrated. 
The responses to the questionnaire have been acquired in November 2020. The 
questionnaire was sent via e-mail to the native speakers of English who had previously 
confirmed their participation in the research. They had done so in a closed social media group, 
“Student Survey Exchange” which has been created for the sole purpose of survey exchange 
between students of various backgrounds and nationalities. I created a post on which the group 
members confirmed their participation by posting a comment with their e-mail address. 
The questionnaire comprises three sections: the first one tries to establish that the overt 
signals of both subordination and coordination, that is the conjunctions, function as the main 
criterion according to which sentence hierarchy and non-hierarchy are determined. The 
respondents were presented with a list of sentences from COCA (2008–) and asked to mark 
them as introducing either the independent or the dependent clause while paying attention to 
the conjunctions which introduce them. The terms “independent clause” and “dependent 
clause” are not explained in the questionnaire itself; however, the participants were asked not 
to complete the survey if they were unfamiliar with the concepts.  
The second section includes sets of different sentences. Each set includes four 
variations, one of which is the original version found in COCA (2008–), while three of them 
have undergone the transformation processes characteristic of the co-ordinate and the 
subordinate clauses. The respondents were asked to pay attention solely to the grammaticality 
of sentences, and to dismiss the possible pragmatic and semantic illogicality behind some of 
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the versions. This task aims to show that despite the possible hierarchical reading from the point 
of view of pragmatics and semantics such anomalous instances syntactically still introduce a 
co-ordinate clause. The assumption was that the respondents would choose the versions which 
may be transformed in a way characteristic of the co-ordinate clauses (reversing the clauses 
with the conjunction staying in place and creating two independent asyndetically linked 
utterances) but not of the subordinate clauses (reversing the clauses while simultaneously 
moving the conjunction to the sentence-initial position). 
The objective of the last section is to verify that the instances which are syntactically 
non-hierarchically ordered receive a different interpretation from the pragmatic-semantic 
perspective. Such an assumption aims to be verified by introducing the respondents with a set 
of sentences from COCA (2008–). Each of them is accompanied by three transformations of 
said sentence. The respondents were asked to choose a version which is the closest in meaning 
to the original sentence. The three versions are the results of the transformation processes in 
which, firstly, the reversal rule typical of the co-ordinated constructions is applied. In the second 
variation the initial, syntactically co-ordinated sentence is turned into a sentence which 
introduces a subordinate clause, and in the last version asyndeton is exemplified – that is, the 
clauses of the initial sentence are separated to form a sequence of utterances connected without 
an overt connective.  
As the sections of the questionnaire are closely related to one another and progress from 
drawing the respondents’ attention to the structure of the examples to the respondents focusing 
on the pragmatic-semantic interpretation of the examples, the participants were asked to answer 
the questions in a consecutive order and not to return to the tasks which they had already 
completed.   
 
2.2.1. Respondents 
The purpose of this master’s thesis is to verify the assumptions made in the theoretical 
part – in order to do so conclusively, the research is based on the responses from the native 
speakers of English. Prior to having presented the participants with the questionnaire, they were 
asked not to take part if their profession is related to linguistics. The instances on the 
questionnaire have been extracted from The Corpus of Contemporary American English (2008–
), so the majority of the respondents are American. The nationality and the non-linguistic 
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background are the only documented items of data – other information has not been taken into 
consideration as they are not relevant to the purpose of this master’s thesis.  
The research sample encompasses 30 respondents. 23 of them speak the American 
variety of English, 5 of them speak the British variety, 3 respondents speak the Australian 
variety, whereas only 1 respondent speaks the Canadian variety of English. 
 
2.3.  Results and Interpretation 
The data collected from the responses are presented in tables; a presentation of the 
results and their interpretation accompanies every table. The results are presented in three 
sections which correspond to the division of the questionnaire, the tables are labelled according 
to which section they belong (the tables in the second and third sections are distinctively 
labelled as S for syntactic analysis and as PS for pragmatic-semantic analysis, respectively). 
For clarity purposes, in the presentation of the results, the examples are numbered and arranged 
differently than in the questionnaire. 
 
2.3.1. Section 1 
The results from the first section, which comprises only one question, are presented by 
analysing three different categories of examples. The first category encompasses sentences in 
which the clauses are non-hierarchically connected from the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic 
perspectives. The second category includes sentences in which the clauses are hierarchically 
connected from the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic points of view. The last category 
comprises sentences in which the clauses are non-hierarchically connected from the syntactic 
point of view, but from the pragmatic-semantic point of view, they receive an interpretation 
which renders their organisation asymmetrical.  
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1. Take a quick look at the sentences below. Do the words in bold introduce dependent or 
independent clauses? Mark the dependent clauses with D and independent clauses with 
I. 
 
a) Non-Hierarchically Organised Clauses 
 DEPENDENT 
CLAUSE 
INDEPENDENT 
CLAUSE 
(a1) A lot of the times I leave before she 
gets home, or she leaves before I get 
home. 
3 27 
(a2) There was less than a minute left in 
the game, and they were down 28-2. 
4 26 
(a3) I stay there, or I leave. 
 
7 23 
(a4) They also made it clear they wanted 
to get us up quickly, and they wanted to 
get us to a high altitude. 
 
6 24 
 
Table 1: Non-Hierarchically Organised Clauses 
 
The conjunction or in (a1) was labelled as introducing an independent clause by 27 
respondents (90%), while only 3 respondents (10%) marked the connective as introducing a 
subordinate clause. The conjunction and in the second example, (a2), was labelled as 
introducing an independent clause by 26 respondents (86.7%), and introducing a dependent 
clause by 4 respondents or approximately 13.3% of the respondents. 23 respondents (76.7%) 
marked the conjunction or in (a3) as introducing an independent clause, whereas 7 respondents 
(23.3%) marked it as introducing a dependent clause. In the last example from this category, 
the conjunction and was labelled as introducing an independent clause by 24 respondents 
(80%), while 6 respondents (20%) marked it as introducing a dependent clause.  
The results from Table 1 show that the examples of copulative and disjunctive 
coordination were marked as containing an independent clause by three quarters of the 
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respondents or more. This means that the respondents in majority agree with classifying the 
clauses in this category of sentences as being connected by means of coordination. 
 
b) Hierarchically Organised Clauses 
 DEPENDENT 
CLAUSE 
INDEPENDENT 
CLAUSE 
(b1) I will look it up when I get home. 27 3 
(b2) I've not fully explored the blog, 
although I plan to. 
24 6 
(b3) There has been speculation that 
Rice was among the people being 
considered as a replacement for 
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton if she 
steps down as she has indicated. 
26 4 
(b4) Apparently, the crafting forum is a 
dead spot because no one seems to really 
care there. 
28 2 
 
Table 2: Hierarchically Organised Clauses 
 
The conjunction when in (b1) was labelled as introducing a dependent clause by 27 
respondents (90%), while the sentence was marked as including an independent clause by 3 
respondents (10%). The results are slightly less conclusive with (b2), where the conjunction 
although was marked as introducing a dependent clause by 24 respondents (80%), and as 
introducing an independent clause by 6 respondents (20%). 26 respondents (approximately 
86.7%) marked the conjunction if in (b3) as introducing a dependent clause, and 4 
(approximately 13.3%) marked it as introducing an independent clause. The conjunction 
because in (b4) was labelled as introducing a dependent clause by 28 respondents (more than 
93.3%), and 2 respondents (fewer than 6.7%) marked it as introducing an independent clause.  
The results from the Table 2 show that the majority of the respondents agree with 
classifying the examples from the second category as containing a subordinate clause – 80% of 
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the respondents or more have labelled the conjunctions in the examples from this category as 
introducing a dependent clause.  
 
c) Asymmetrical Co-ordinated Clauses 
 DEPENDENT 
CLAUSE 
INDEPENDENT 
CLAUSE 
(c1) I’m imperfect, and she’s willing to 
forgive it. 
10 20 
(c2) Hannah's swagger melts away, and 
she starts singing along for a second. 
8 22 
(c3) I deposit Liv into her crib, and she 
starts crying immediately. 
9 21 
(c4) You’d better quickly get on the right 
side of prophecy, or you are in trouble 
with God. 
12 18 
 
Table 3: Asymmetrical Co-ordinated Clauses 
 
Two thirds of the respondents marked the conjunction and in (c1) introduces an 
independent clause, while one third marked the sentence as containing a dependent clause. The 
conjunction and in (c2) was marked as introducing an independent clause by the majority of 
the respondents (73, 3%). 70% of the respondents classified the clause introduced by the 
conjunction and in (c3) as independent, while 30% labelled it as dependent. The last example 
in this category presents the least conclusive results – 18 respondents (60%) think that or 
introduces an independent clause in this sentence, while 12 respondents (40%) marked the 
conjunction introduces a dependent clause.  
The first two categories of the examples presented to the respondents yield more 
consistent results than the third category where instances of asymmetrical co-ordinated clauses 
are presented. This is to be expected as from the pragmatic-semantic point of view, these 
examples consist of clauses which are hierarchically connected, meaning that one of the clauses 
is less prominent and is, therefore, more likely to be labelled as dependent. However, the 
majority of the respondents – more than half of them – believe that the introduced clauses are 
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independent, which is likely a result of concentrating on the overt marker of the clause relation. 
The respondents were asked to observe the primary signals of clause relations in order to draw 
their attention to the syntactic interpretation of sentence hierarchy and non-hierarchy. Thus, it 
may be assumed that despite the slight ambiguity of the results the clauses in the third category 
instances are co-ordinated from the syntactic point of view. Such an assumption aims to be 
verified in the following section. 
 
2.3.2. Section 2 
The second section of the questionnaire comprises five sets of examples; each of them 
includes four variations of the original sentence from COCA (2008–). The variations are the 
result of applying the criteria characteristic of subordinate and co-ordinate clauses to the 
original sentence. The task is to mark the grammatical variations within each set. The original 
sentences are the examples of asymmetrical coordination – in the presentation of the results, 
they are divided according to the pragmatic-semantic reading thereof: temporal ordering, 
conditional interpretation, concessive interpretation.  
 
a) Temporal ordering 
The following example receives a hierarchical interpretation from the pragmatic-semantic point 
of view – the conjunction does not introduce a simple addition to the existing clause, but rather 
introduces a “clause [which is] is chronologically sequent to the first” (Quirk et al. 1985, 930). 
 
Aleck Sander came back with his clothes, and he dressed. 
 GRAMMATICAL UNGRAMMATICAL 
(a1) Aleck Sander came back with his 
clothes, and he dressed. 
30 0 
(a2) Aleck Sander dressed, and he came 
back with his clothes. 
27 3 
(a3) And Aleck Sander dressed, he came 
back with his clothes. 
1 29 
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(a4) Aleck Sander came back with his 
clothes. He dressed. 
27 3 
 
Table 4: S Temporal ordering 
 
The original sentence in which no transformation processes take place was labelled as 
grammatical by 100% of the respondents. The option (a2) was marked as grammatical by 27 
respondents (approximately 83.3%), whereas the variation was marked as ungrammatical by 3 
respondents. The third option is ungrammatical in the opinion of more than 96% of the 
respondents, while only 1 respondent marked it as a grammatical sentence. The last option was 
labelled as grammatical by 27 respondents (90%) and as ungrammatical by 3 respondents 
(10%). 
The results conclusively show that the example which possibly receives a hierarchical 
interpretation from the point of view of pragmatics and semantics, is considered as syntactically 
co-ordinate. The variations to which the criteria typical of co-ordinated clauses have been 
applied were marked as grammatical by the majority of the respondents. For example, the 
variation in which the clauses have been swapped with the conjunction staying in the original 
position (Aleck Sander dressed, and he came back with his clothes) was marked as grammatical 
by 90% of the respondents. Even though it may seem illogical that the action of dressing would 
precede the coming back with the clothes, the instructions urge the respondents to dismiss any 
pragmatic-semantic illogicality behind the variations and to focus on the syntactic 
grammaticality.  
Similarly, the respondents agreed that the variation which is an instance of asyndetic 
relation is grammatical. This speaks in favour of the clauses in the original example being co-
ordinated because connecting the utterances asyndetically is a feature characteristic of 
syntactically co-ordinated sentences. 
A different situation may be observed in the variation which has undergone the reversal 
process which is typical of subordinate clauses – here, the conjunction is moved along with the 
clause which it introduces to the sentence-initial position (And Aleck Sander dressed, he came 
back with his clothes). This variation was marked as ungrammatical by more than 96% of the 
respondents, which confirms that the original construction does not formally introduce a 
subordinate clause. 
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b) Reason-Consequence Relation 
The following instance exemplifies a reason-consequence relation of the clauses: 
 
Her phone buzzed, and she picked it up. 
 GRAMMATICAL UNGRAMMATICAL 
(b1) And she picked her phone, it 
buzzed. 
0 30 
(b2) Her phone buzzed. She picked it up. 29 1 
(b3) Her phone buzzed, and she picked it 
up. 
30 0 
(b4) She picked up her phone, and it 
buzzed. 
25 5 
 
Table 5: S Reason-Consequence Relation 
 
The first variation was conclusively labelled as ungrammatical – none of the 
respondents marked it as grammatical. (b2) was marked as grammatical by more than 96% of 
the respondents, while only 1 respondent marked it as ungrammatical. Another variation was 
found grammatical by all respondents – that is, the original sentence. The last example of this 
subsection was labelled as grammatical by more than 83% of the respondents. 
The discussed sentence, which illustrates asymmetry in co-ordinate constructions, 
confirms that the clauses are co-ordinated even though the interpretation from the pragmatic-
semantic perspective might impose a hierarchical reading. (b1) is the result of transforming the 
original sentence by shifting the second clause to the sentence-initial position along with the 
conjunction that links the two clauses. It was marked as ungrammatical by every respondent, 
which confirms the assumption that syntactically the original sentence does not introduce a 
subordinate clause.  
The other two variations have undergone the transformation processes typical of 
coordination – the reversal of the clauses with the conjunction maintaining its position – (b4), 
and splitting the original sentence into two asyndetically related utterances – (b2). The latter 
offers more convincing results: only one respondent perceives the variation in which the two 
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units are connected by means of asyndeton as ungrammatical. (b4) is, on the other hand, thought 
of as ungrammatical by 5 respondents, which could be ascribed to the fact that the option is 
somewhat illogical from the pragmatic-semantic point of view. According to this sentence the 
subject first answered the phone, and only then the device buzzed. Although the respondents 
were asked to pay attention solely to the grammaticality of the options, some also might have 
considered it from the pragmatic-semantic point of view, which would explain why they marked 
the variation as ungrammatical.  
 
c) Conditional Interpretation 
The third and fourth examples impose a conditional reading – firstly, the example where 
the conjunction and is used to implement a conditional relation, while in the second example 
the conjunction or is made use of.  
 
 Dude, you did this three weeks ago. You do this one more time, and I am leaving you in 
the pool to die. 
 GRAMMATICAL UNGRAMMATICAL 
(c1) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. 
I am leaving you in the pool to die, and 
you do this one more time. 
24 6 
(c2) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. 
You do this one more time, and I am 
leaving you in the pool to die. 
30 0 
(c3) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. 
You do this one more time. I am leaving 
you in the pool to die. 
10 20 
(c4) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. 
And I am leaving you in the pool to die, 
you do this one more time. 
0 30 
 
Table 6: S Conditional Interpretation 1 
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(c1) was marked as grammatical by 80% of the respondents, while 20% of them marked 
it as ungrammatical. The original form of the sentence was unanimously labelled as 
grammatical. The results are slightly less compelling in the interpretation of (c3) – one third of 
the respondents found the variation grammatical, whereas two thirds marked it as 
ungrammatical. The respondents were once again unanimous in their decision in (c4) which 
was labelled as ungrammatical by every respondent. 
Let us firstly discuss the most conclusive results: all respondents think that the original 
sentence is grammatical, and they are also unanimous in interpreting the variation in which the 
second clause is carried to the sentence-initial position along with the connective as 
ungrammatical. This means that the respondents have confirmed that clauses which function as 
a probable result of the condition presented by the first clause, and which are introduced with 
the conjunction and do not function as subordinate clauses from the syntactic point of view.  
Secondly, further confirmation may be observed by considering other transformations, 
one of them being the option to which the reversal of clauses with the conjunction staying in 
place has been applied (I am leaving you in the pool to die, and you do this one more time). 
This variation was labelled as grammatical by the majority of the respondents; however, the 
respondents were not unanimous – one fifth believe that such a transformation renders an 
ungrammatical structure. This discrepancy could be ascribed to the fact that some contextual 
information is presented in the first sentence of the example (Dude, you did this three weeks 
ago), which may already impose a conditional reading inasmuch as the respondents cannot not 
take it into consideration. If this is true, the transformation of the original sentence into I am 
leaving you in the pool to die, and you do this one more time does not appear grammatical as it 
clashes with the previously imposed conditional reading of the example. 
Even less conclusive results may be observed in the variation where the units are 
connected by means of asyndeton – two thirds of the respondents marked the variation as 
grammatical, which speaks in favour of the original sentence being connected by means of 
coordination from the syntactic point of view. However, one third of the respondents labelled 
the option you do this one more time. I am leaving you in the pool to die as ungrammatical. This 
shows an even greater discrepancy between the results than with the previous transformation. 
The explanation of the results follows the logic of the interpretation of the results from the 
previous paragraph; the respondents focused on the pragmatic-semantic point of view, which 
prompted the conditional reading of the whole set, and which resulted in the original sentence 
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presenting the most optimal choice to mark as grammatical, while the transformation into an 
asyndetically connected utterances does not. 
 
 I believe you also have to realize that viewers have very short attention spans, so you've 
got to hook them in the first 30 seconds, or they are gone. 
 GRAMMATICAL UNGRAMMATICAL 
(c5) I believe you also have to realize 
that viewers have very short attention 
spans, so they are gone, or you’ve got to 
hook them in the first 30 seconds. 
22 8 
(c6) I believe you also have to realize 
that viewers have very short attention 
spans, so you've got to hook them in the 
first 30 seconds, or they are gone. 
30 0 
(c7) I believe you also have to realize 
that viewers have very short attention 
spans, so or you’ve got to hook them in 
the first 30 seconds, they are gone. 
0 30 
(c8) I believe you also have to realize 
that viewers have very short attention 
spans, so you’ve got to hook them in the 
first 30 seconds. They are gone. 
4 26 
 
Table 7: S Conditional Interpretation 2 
 
The results are the least conclusive in observing the interpretations of the first variation 
presented: 22 respondents (approximately 73.3%) marked the example as grammatical, while 
the remainder labelled it as ungrammatical. Some discrepancies between the interpretations are 
present also in (c8); the asyndetically connected utterances were marked as grammatical by 
only approximately 13.3% of the respondents, while almost 87% of them marked the variation 
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as ungrammatical. The other two variations show a unanimous decision: (c6) was labelled as 
grammatical, and (c7) ungrammatical by all respondents. 
The most conclusive results are again found in the original sentence and in the 
transformation in which the original structure has been applied the criterion typical of sentences 
comprised of a subordinate and a superordinate clause. The former was unanimously marked 
as grammatical, and the latter as ungrammatical. Quite convincing are also the results in the 
labelling of the example where the two units are related by no overt signal for connection ([…] 
you’ve got to hook them in the first 30 seconds. They are gone) – more than 85% labelled the 
variation as ungrammatical. This outcome is not surprising – as has been established, only the 
sentences which are primarily linked by means of copulative coordination can be transformed 
into a sequence of utterances without any formal marker of connection. 
On the other hand, there are some inconsistencies the transformation of the original 
sentence wherein the clauses are swapped and the conjunction is kept in its original position. 
This variation was labelled as grammatical by slightly less than three quarters of the respondents 
while others marked it as ungrammatical. The explanation for this difference of opinions could 
be ascribed to the fact that the respondents considered the pragmatic-semantic point of view, 
and the variation they are gone, or you’ve got to hook them in the first 30 seconds clashed with 
their expectation of a certain type of context. 
  
d) Concessive Interpretation 
 
I found an online site that verifies if your ballot was received. My mom’s wasn’t, and she is still 
eligible to vote. 
 GRAMMATICAL UNGRAMMATICAL 
(d1) I found an online site that verifies if 
your ballot was received. My mom’s 
wasn’t. She is still eligible to vote. 
28 2 
(d2) I found an online site that verifies if 
your ballot was received. And my mom 
is still eligible to vote, hers wasn't. 
0 30 
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(d3) I found an online site that verifies if 
your ballot was received. My mom’s 
wasn’t, and she is still eligible to vote. 
30 0 
(d4) I found an online site that verifies if 
your ballot was received. My mom is 
still eligible to vote, and hers wasn’t. 
30 0 
 
Table 8: S Concessive Interpretation 
 
The results are convincing in the analysis of the set which originated from the example 
illustrating the concessive relation from the pragmatic-semantic point of view in its second 
sentence. The only variation which is unanimously marked as ungrammatical is, expectedly, 
the variation which has undergone the transformation in which the clauses in question are 
swapped along with the conjunction which links them. The other three variations were 
consistently labelled as grammatical – there is a negligible discrepancy between the responses 
in the variation where the units are linked without an overt signal of connection.  
Respondents agree that the application of the criteria which are characteristic of co-
ordinate clauses renders grammatical examples – the clauses may be reversed without moving 
the connective, and they may also be connected without an overt marker of connection. On the 
other hand, the applied reversal of clauses where the conjunction is moved as a part of the 
second clause results in the sentence which was conclusively labelled as ungrammatical. The 
results support the proposition that the clauses in the sentence which exemplifies the concessive 
relation are syntactically linked by means of coordination. 
 
2.3.3. Section 3 
The purpose of the last section on the questionnaire is to elicit the respondents’ 
pragmatic-semantic interpretations of the sentences from COCA (2008–). The assumption is 
that the results will show a mismatch between the syntactic interpretation, carried out in the 
previous section, and the pragmatic-semantic interpretation. This discrepancy is expected to 
arise with the respondents confirming the hierarchical reading of the clauses which are co-
ordinated from the syntactic point of view. This section includes ten sentences, all of which are 
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accompanied by three paraphrases thereof – firstly, the reversal of the clauses typical of co-
ordinated clauses is applied, secondly, the initial sentence is transformed into a construction 
which includes a subordinate clause, and the last paraphrase divides the initial sentence into a 
string of utterances connected by means of asyndeton. The participants were asked to mark the 
paraphrases which are the closest in meaning to the original sentence. 
The results from this section are divided into four subsections according to the 
pragmatic-semantic interpretation (temporal ordering, reason-consequence interpretation, 
conditional interpretation, concessive interpretation). Each type of the clause relation is 
exemplified by two sentences in order to add credibility to the interpretation of the results. The 
tick and the cross symbols are used to indicate whether the respondents marked the option or 
not.  
 
a) Temporal ordering 
 
(a1) Hannah's swagger melts away, and she starts singing along for a second. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(a2) Hannah starts singing along for a 
second, and her swagger melts away. 
3 27 
(a3) When Hannah’s swagger melts 
away, she starts singing along for a 
second. 
28 2 
(a4) Hannah’s swagger melts away. She 
starts singing along for a second. 
24 6 
 
Table 9: PS Temporal Ordering 1 
 
(a2) was chosen as the variation which is the closest in meaning to the original sentence 
(a1) by only three respondents, whereas 90% of the participants did not choose it. On the other 
hand, the variation which contains a subordinate clause was labelled as a close approximation 
of the original by more than 93% respondents. Somewhat fewer participants, 24 or 80% of them 
marked (a4), in which asyndetic connection is illustrated, as being close in meaning to (a1). 
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(a5) I deposit Liv into her crib, and she starts crying immediately. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(a6) Liv starts crying immediately, and I 
deposit her into her crib. 
1 29 
(a7) Liv starts crying immediately when 
I deposit her into her crib. 
30 0 
(a8) I deposit Liv into her crib. She starts 
crying immediately. 
22 8 
 
Table 10: PS Temporal Ordering 2 
 
Once more, the first transformation, (a6) is believed to have a different meaning than 
(a5) – approximately 96.7% of the respondents did not opt for this variation. The other two 
transformations were, on the other hand, marked as being the closest in meaning to the original 
sentence by the majority of the respondents. More conclusive results are apparent from 
observing the second transformation (a7) – the construction which comprises a subordinate and 
a superordinate clause. All respondents thought that this variation is the closest in meaning to 
the original sentence. Asyndetically connected utterances in (a8) were marked as having a 
similar meaning to (a5) by approximately 73.3% of the respondents, whereas more than a 
quarter believes that the two are not the closest in meaning.  
The results confirm the assumption that the first variations, (a2) and (a6), which are the 
results of applying the reversal of clauses typical of co-ordinated clauses to the original 
sentences, do not carry the same message as the original sentences, (a1) and (a5), respectively. 
In Section 2, such transformation was marked as grammatical, which led to the conclusion that 
its clauses are co-ordinated from the syntactic perspective. However, considering the 
pragmatic-semantic point of view, the original example does not comprise two independent 
clauses, but is rather asymmetric, which means that the clauses are hierarchically organised 
from the pragmatic-semantic point of view. More specifically, the two clauses in the original 
construction may be interpreted as depicting a sequence of time. In (a1) firstly Hannah’s 
swagger melts away, and only after that does she start singing along. In (a5) the subject first 
45 
 
lays Liv into the crib, and only after that does Liv start crying. In both examples, also the reason-
consequence relation of the clauses could be observed.  
Further evidence of asymmetrical relation may be found in observing the variations 
where the original sentence is turned into a construction in which a subordinate clause is 
introduced. A vast majority or all of the respondents marked said variations as being the closest 
in meaning to the original sentences. The sole possibility of transforming (a1) and (a5), which 
are connected by means of coordination from the syntactic point of view, into sentences which 
comprise subordinate and a superordinate clauses is a confirmation of asymmetry in the 
sentence.  
Slightly less conclusive results are evident in observing (a4) and (a8) where the two 
clauses from the original sentence are separated and become connected by means of asyndeton. 
The respondents still mostly agree that such transformations carry a very similar meaning to 
the original sentences. It has been established in the discussion about asyndetically connected 
utterances that the second utterance from such constructions may impose an interpretation of 
temporal ordering. As the majority of the respondents believed that the transformation of the 
original sentences into the sequences of utterances which are connected without overt markers 
of connection ((a4) and (a8)) is possible, it may be assumed that (a1) and (a5) are hierarchically 
organized from the pragmatic-semantic perspective.   
 
b) Reason-Consequence Interpretation 
 
(b1) This woman has been sentenced, and she is going to prison. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(b2) This woman is going to prison, and 
she has been sentenced. 
0 30 
(b3) This woman is going to prison 
because she has been sentenced. 
28 2 
(b4) This woman has been sentenced. 
She is going to prison. 
27 3 
 
Table 11: PS Reason-Consequence Interpretation 1 
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The first variation is conclusively believed to carry a different meaning as the original 
sentence, (b1). On the other hand, (b3) was marked as being the closest in meaning to (b1) by 
more than 93.3% of the respondents, while, similarly, (b4) was the choice of 90% of the 
respondents.  
 
(b5) The whistle-blowers knew the director's infidelity would eventually come out, and 
they wanted to protect themselves. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(b6) The whistle-blowers wanted to 
protect themselves, and they knew the 
director’s infidelity would eventually 
come out. 
1 29 
(b7) Because the whistle-blowers knew 
the director’s infidelity would eventually 
come out, they wanted to protect 
themselves. 
29 1 
(b8) The whistle-blowers knew the 
director's infidelity would eventually 
come out. They wanted to protect 
themselves. 
28 2 
 
Table 12: PS Reason-Consequence Interpretation 2 
 
The second example which may impose a reason-consequence reading offers 
convincing results, as well. Only one respondent opted for the first variation as the sentence 
which is the closest in meaning to (b5), whereas almost 97% of the participants did not choose 
this variation. A different situation may be observed with the other transformations. (b7) was 
chosen as a close approximation meaning-wise of (b5) by all respondents but one, and (b8) was 
marked as such by approximately 93.3% of the respondents. 
Both (b1) and (b5) yield similar results. The variations which are the result of changing 
the original position of the clauses ((b2) and (b6)) were mostly left unmarked, which shows that 
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the majority of the participants do not consider this variation to carry a similar meaning to the 
initial sentences (b1) and (b5). Even though such a transformation provides a grammatical result 
(according to the interpretation of the results in Section 2), the pragmatic-semantic 
interpretations of the original and the transformed construction are different. In (b2), the clause 
relation may be interpreted as presenting a reason and a consequence, the former being the 
sentencing and the latter being the going to prison. Similarly, in (b5) the whistle-blowers’ 
knowledge of the director’s infidelity is the reason for their desire to protect themselves.  
Such an interpretation is confirmed if the results of the second transformations are 
considered – that is, the transformations which are the results of changing the original sentences 
into constructions which include adverbial clauses of reason. (b3) and (b7) were selected as 
being the closest in meaning to the original sentences by more than 90% of the respondents. 
This indicates that the original sentences (b1) and (b5) are asymmetrical or hierarchically 
organised from the pragmatic-semantic point of view. Surely, ascribing the clauses of these 
sentences the function of reason and of consequence is not the only possible reading which may 
be imposed – (b1), for example, could easily be interpreted as stating events which are 
sequential in time. However, for the purposes of clarity, only the option wherein the reason-
consequence relation is applied is used. The variation (b5), could, similarly, receive a different 
interpretation – the second clause might be viewed as a simple addition to the first clause, which 
would render the sentence non-hierarchical both from the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic 
points of view. However, according to the participants’ responses, such an interpretation is 
unlikely as the transformation (b6), which renders the clause relation in the original sentence 
(b5) symmetric, was not opted for by a vast majority.  
Lastly, another confirmation of the asymmetrical nature of the clause relations in (b1) 
and (b5) is the fact that the majority of the participants believed the transformations (b4) and 
(b8) have a similar meaning to the original sentences. These are the results of separating the 
clauses of the original sentences and linking them without any overt marker. 90% or more of 
the respondents marked (b4) and (b8) as the closest approximation of (b1) and (b5), 
respectively. Such results were expected as it has already been established that utterances which 
are not only sequential in time (see a) of Section 3), but also “consequential in reasoning” (Quirk 
et al. 1985, 1472) may be linked by means of asyndeton, meaning that no overt signal of 
connection is used to link two utterances.  
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c) Conditional interpretation  
The following examples may impose a hierarchical reading from the pragmatic-
semantic perspective; more specifically, the relation of the sentence clauses is believed to be of 
conditional nature. This subsection includes four examples and their variations – two of them 
are instances of the clauses being linked with the conjunction and, and in two of them the 
clauses are connected with the conjunction or.  
 
(c1) You go past those rocks and I shoot you. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(c2) I shoot you, and you go past those 
rocks. 
0 30 
(c3) If you go past those rocks, I shoot 
you. 
30 0 
(c4) You go past these rocks. I shoot you. 9 21 
 
Table 13: PS Conditional Interpretation 1 
 
The respondents were unanimous in deciding that the first transformation (c2) is not the 
closest in meaning to (c1). The results from the second variation are convincing, as well, but 
the respondents are unanimous in that (c3) carries a similar meaning to the original sentences. 
The third transformation yields less conclusive results – only 30% of the respondents thought 
that (c4) has a similar meaning to (c1), while the remaining 70% of them did not believe that 
two are the closest in meaning.  
  
(c5) You hurt her, and I kill you. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(c6) I kill you, and you hurt her. 0 30 
(c7) I kill you if you hurt her. 30 0 
(c8) You hurt her. I kill you. 10 20 
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Table 14: PS Conditional Interpretation 2 
 
Similar results may be observed in interpreting (c5) and its variations. The responses 
are conclusive in the first and the second transformations – (c6) was marked by no one, while 
(c7) was chosen by all respondents as being the closest in meaning to (c5). The interpretation 
of (c8) yielded the most inconclusive results – only a third of the participants chose this 
variation as being the closest approximation of the original, while the remaining twenty did not 
share their opinion. 
The results from both examples which supposedly impose a conditional reading show 
that pragmatically-semantically, their clauses are not non-hierarchically organised. This is 
apparent from the fact that neither (c2) nor (c6) was chosen as carrying the closest meaning to 
(c1) and (c5), respectively. Said transformations are the results of applying the reversal of 
clauses typical of co-ordinated clauses to the original sentences. If these variations had been 
chosen as the closest approximations of the originals, this would mean that (c1) and (c5) in fact 
illustrate a non-hierarchical organisation of clauses both from the syntactic and the pragmatic-
semantic points of view. However, as none of the respondents opted for this variation, the 
relation of the clauses can be confirmed as asymmetrical.  
This non-hierarchical reading is further ascertained if the second transformations are 
considered. The variations which include an adverbial clause of condition were chosen by all 
respondents as being the closest in meaning to (a1) and (a5), which conclusively confirms the 
asymmetrical relation of the clauses in the original sentences.  
Less conclusive results are shown in the variations in which the utterances are connected 
by means of asyndeton. This inconclusiveness is not an unexpected outcome – Quirk et al. 
(1985, 1472) claim that asyndetically connected utterances impose only a temporal reading or 
a reason-consequence reading, whereas conditional reading is not mentioned as the implied 
relation in an example of asyndetic connection. This is confirmed by the fact that the majority 
of the respondents did not think that the asyndetically connected utterances in (c4) and (c8) 
come close to the meaning of (c1) and (c5). However, some respondents did not share such an 
opinion. These responses could suggest that a conditional reading in such constructions is a 
possibility, or the respondents interpreted the original sentence as presenting a sequence of 
events or a reason and a consequence.  
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 (c9) You’d better quickly get on the right side of prophecy or you are in trouble with 
God. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(c10) You are in trouble with God, or 
you’d better quickly get on the right side 
of prophecy. 
0 30 
(c11) If you do not get on the right side 
of prophecy, you are in trouble with God. 
30 0 
(c12) You’d better quickly get on the 
right side of prophecy. You are in trouble 
with God. 
1 29 
 
Table 15: PS Conditional Interpretation 3 
 
The results are equally convincing in the examples which impose a conditional reading 
from the pragmatic-semantic point of view and which introduce the syntactically co-ordinate 
clause with the conjunction or. The first transformation (c10) provides conclusive results; none 
of the respondents thought that this variation is the closes in meaning to the original sentence 
(c9). (c12) yielded similar results – the variation where the utterances are asyndetically 
connected was chosen only by one respondent as bearing a similar meaning to (c9). On the 
other hand, (c11) was unanimously chosen as the variation which comes the closest to the 
pragmatic-semantic interpretation of (c9).  
 
(c13) We can't wait. We do this now, or you lose your minister. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(c14) We can't wait. You lose your 
minister, or we do this now. 
0 30 
(c15) We can't wait. If we do not do this 
now, you lose your minister. 
30 0 
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(c16) We can't wait. We do this now. 
You lose your minister. 
1 29 
 
Table 16: PS Conditional Interpretation 4 
 
The same results can be observed in the second instance of this type of connection. None 
of the respondents chose the first variation as the closest in meaning to the original sentence 
(c13), and only one participant opted for the third variation. The second variation was once 
again unanimously chosen as the closest in meaning to (c13). The variation which illustrates 
asyndetic connection between the utterances was almost decidedly chosen as not being the 
closest in meaning to the original sentence. 
Sentences (c9) and (c13) show conclusive results. The first transformations, in which 
the reversal of clauses typical of co-ordinated clauses took place, were not chosen as close 
approximations of the original sentences. If, hypothetically, this had been the case, the original 
sentences would be interpreted as being non-hierarchically organised both from the syntactic 
and the pragmatic-semantic perspectives. However, the responses show that (c10) and (c14) do 
not carry the same meaning as (c9) and (c13); this suggests that the pragmatic-semantic 
interpretation differs from the syntactic point of view, rendering the original sentences 
asymmetrical. 
Asymmetry is also shown in interpreting the result from the second variation. (c11) and 
(c15) are the result of transforming the original sentences into constructions which comprise a 
subordinate and superordinate clause. More specifically, in these transformations, the adverbial 
clause of condition is introduced, with which the imposed pragmatic-semantic conditional 
reading in (c9) and (c13) becomes apparent in the syntactic interpretation, as well. All 
respondents agree that this transformation is the closest in meaning to the original sentences, 
which confirms hierarchical organisation in (c9) and (c13) from the pragmatic-semantic point 
of view. 
The third way in which the original sentences in this category were transformed is by 
separating the clauses and connecting the string of utterances without an overt signal of 
connection. These asyndetically connected utterances were almost unanimously labelled as not 
being the closest in meaning to the original sentences. In contrast to the examples in which the 
clauses are linked with the copulative conjunction and, there is no ambiguity about the 
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possibility of transforming multiple sentences into asyndetically connected utterances and 
retaining the original message in the examples in which the clauses are connected with or. This 
discrepancy is a confirmation of the mentioned assertion that such transformations are possible 
solely within the scope copulative coordination and not with instances of disjunctive 
coordination. 
 
d) Concessive Interpretation 
 
(d1) I’m imperfect, and she’s willing to forgive it. 
 ✓ ✕ 
(d2) She’s willing to forgive it, and I’m 
imperfect. 
0 30 
(d3) Even though I’m imperfect, she’s 
willing to forgive it. 
29 1 
(d4) I’m imperfect. She’s willing to 
forgive it. 
2 28 
 
Table 17: PS Concessive Interpretation 1 
 
All respondents agree that (d2) does not come the closest in meaning to the original 
sentence (d1). On the contrary, the responses are almost unanimous in interpreting (d3) as 
carrying a similar meaning to (d1); almost 96.7% of the respondents opted for this variation. 
Lastly, the variation where asyndeton is exemplified was believed to being the closest meaning 
to (d1) by only 2 respondents, whereas approximately 93.3% of the respondents thought that 
the meanings of the two sentences do not match. 
 
(d5) Stephenie Meyer does her best, and she is still quite new. I enjoy her style of writing, 
as do millions of others. 
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 ✓ ✕ 
(d6) Stephenie Meyer is still quite new, 
and she does her best. I enjoy her style of 
writing, as do millions of others. 
1 29 
(d7) Even though Stephenie Meyer is 
quite new, she does her best. I enjoy her 
style of writing, as do millions of others. 
27 3 
(d8) Stephenie Meyer does her best. She 
is still quite new. I enjoy her style of 
writing, as do millions of others.  
0 30 
 
Table 18: PS Concessive Interpretation 2 
 
Similar results may be observed in (d5) and its transformations. (d6) was marked only 
by one respondent as being the closest in meaning to (d5). (d7), on the other hand, was chosen 
as the variation which comes the closest to the meaning of the original sentence by 90% of the 
respondents. (d8) was conclusively chosen by omission as not carrying the same meaning as 
the original sentence. 
Asymmetry in the syntactically co-ordinate examples which express concession is first 
confirmed in the results from the first transformation. The variations which are the result of 
swapping the co-ordinated clauses in the original sentences were convincingly marked by 
omission as not being the closest in meaning to the primary forms. Such transformations were 
marked as grammatical in Section 2, which confirmed their co-ordinate nature from the 
syntactic perspective. However, the respondents agree that the original sentences cannot be 
changed according to the criteria for coordination without changing the meaning. Thus, the 
results show that from the pragmatic-semantic point of view, (d1) and (d5) are hierarchically 
organised.  
Such an assumption is further confirmed if the results of interpreting the second 
transformations are taken into consideration. These are the sentences which introduce adverbial 
clauses of concession. Almost all of the respondents interpreted these variations, which are 
hierarchical from the pragmatic-semantic and syntactic points of view, as the closest 
approximations of the initially introduced sentences. Such transformations would not be 
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possible if (d1) and (d5) were non-hierarchically organised as is suggested by the syntactic 
interpretation. 
The responses are similarly convincing in the variations in which the utterances are 
asyndetically connected. The answers which oppose meaning relatedness of (d1) and (d5) to 
(d4) and (d8), respectively, can be explained by the already mentioned assertion that utterances 
linked without an overt signal of connection express a time relation or a reason-consequence 
relation. If these transformations had been chosen as close approximations of their original 
counterparts, (d1) and (d5) could be, for example, interpreted as expressing a reason and a 
consequence; however, such an interpretation is unlikely, which is supported by the results.  
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3. CONCLUSION 
This master’s thesis deals with the mismatches found in interpreting relations of 
sentence constituents from the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic points of view. More 
specifically, the relations of clauses are presented and discussed within these two frameworks. 
It is established that even though the syntactic and pragmatic-semantic interpretations of 
sentence hierarchy and non-hierarchy are usually in agreement, there exist discrepancies 
between the two, which should not be overlooked. 
Usually, in the process of determining either the hierarchical or non-hierarchical 
organisation of clauses within a multiple sentence, the emphasis is put on the syntactic 
interpretation. This type of analysis is carried out by employing the methods which have been 
discussed, and some of which have been made use of in the empirical part of the thesis. They 
include considering the type of the conjunction used, the possibility of reversing the clauses in 
one of two ways: the subordinate clauses may be placed either before or after the superordinate 
clause, while two coordinated clauses may be swapped without moving the conjunction linking 
them. These methods also encompass the possibility of forming wh-questions the answer to 
which is the subordinate clause, and the possibility of connecting utterances asyndetically, 
meaning that no overt marker of connection is introduced. In the theoretical part, it is assumed 
that focusing merely on these formal methods of establishing the hierarchical or non-
hierarchical organisation between clauses may impose a reading which does not match the 
pragmatic-semantic interpretation. Due to these mismatches, the last method, which presents 
the pragmatic-semantic interpretation of clause relation as asymmetrical or symmetrical, may 
not be treated as part of the syntactic analysis.  
The evidence for mismatches is firstly presented within the entire framework of causal 
clause relation – there exist different perceptions thereof: some authors treat it as a hierarchical 
relation, whereas others think that the non-hierarchical organisation is present in such 
constructions. Although there exists no definitive classification of this type of relation, such 
differences of opinion are suggestive of the imperative separation of the syntactic and 
pragmatic-semantic interpretations of clause relations. 
Secondly, the anomalous cases are discussed; these are the examples which comprise 
syntactically co-ordinated clauses, but are pragmatically-semantically asymmetrical. The 
theoretical part includes an analysis of such instances, which is partially based on Broekhuis’s 
analysis of this phenomenon. This section establishes that the sentences in which one of the 
56 
 
clauses is introduced by the copulative coordinator may impose a reading of temporal ordering, 
a reason-consequence reading, a conditional reading, or a concessive reading. Similarly, 
anomalous examples of disjunctive coordination may impose a conditional reading. The 
empirical part functions as a confirmation of the assumptions made in the analysis. It is first 
established that the overt markers of subordination and coordination are not sufficient in 
definitively determining the hierarchical or non-hierarchical organisation of clauses in a 
multiple sentence. This confirmation is evident from observing the results from Section 1 of the 
empirical part where determining the type of the conjunction is proved to cause 
misinterpretation of the introduced clauses as independent when in fact they are dependent. The 
misleading nature of formal markers of clause relations is also shown in Section 2: here, the 
methods of establishing subordination and coordination are applied to the instances in which 
the clauses are connected by the copulative or disjunctive conjunction. The results clearly show 
that these sentences are syntactically connected by means of coordination despite the 
hierarchical reading from the pragmatic-semantic point of view. The assumption that such 
examples in fact illustrate an asymmetrical relation even though the syntactic indicators suggest 
otherwise is confirmed by the results from Section 3  
It may be concluded, therefore, that interpreting clause relations by relying solely on the 
standard syntactic markers of either hierarchy or non-hierarchy is an incomplete process, which 
can lead to misinterpreting the original intention of a sentence. A pragmatic-semantic 
interpretation should also be considered in order to definitively determine the ordering of 
clauses. There is still a number of additional questions pertaining to the clause relation within 
a sentence, which could be further explored in the future. For instance, the scope of the research 
could be broadened by using a larger research sample, and the remaining types of coordination 
could be taken into consideration and discussed from the pragmatic-semantic point of view. 
Additionally, syntactic subordination could be explored for a possible symmetrical 
interpretation. Hopefully, this master’s thesis has cast some light on the problem, especially by 
taking into consideration the judgements by the most reliable source of information when it 
comes to discussing linguistic issues of English, that is, the native speakers of the language. As 
is clear from the confirmed hypotheses, there exists a need for distinguishing the syntactic 
interpretation from the pragmatic-semantic interpretation. The former is prevalent in 
introducing the types of clause relations in a learning environment, which could be especially 
problematic for learners of ESL and EFL as this restriction can easily result in misinterpretation 
of sentences and of the clause relations.  
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POVZETEK V SLOVENŠČINI 
Magistrsko delo obravnava neujemanja med skladenjsko in pragmatično-semantično 
razlago razmerja med stavki v večstavčni povedi. Skladenjski in pragmatično-semantični 
pristop se običajno ujemata v določanju vrste razmerja, ki je lahko hierarhično ali 
nehierarhično, v magistrskem delu pa so predstavljena odstopanja med interpretacijami. S 
skladenjskega in največkrat tudi s pragmatično-semantičnega vidika je v priredno zloženi 
povedi razmerje med stavki nehierarhično. Delo v nasprotju s tem pokaže, da je lahko priredno 
zložena poved, v kateri so stavki s skladenjskega vidika v nehierarhičnem razmerju,  
asimetrična, kar pomeni, da so stavki v njej s pragmatično-semantičnega vidika hierarhično 
povezani.  
Delo se najprej osredotoči na predstavitev metod, s katerimi se določa skladenjska 
hierarhična ali nehierarhična organizacija večstavčne povedi. Ena izmed teh metod je samo 
upoštevanje vrste veznika, ki povezuje stavka v večstavčni povedi. Naslednja metoda je 
obrnljivost – v priredno zloženih povedih lahko obrnemo vrstni red stavkov, vendar moramo 
upoštevati dejstvo, da veznik ni vezan na določen stavek, temveč ob menjavi ostane na 
prvotnem mestu v strukturi. Nasprotno pa lahko podredni stavek stoji na začetnem ali 
nezačetnem mestu v strukturi skupaj z veznikom, ki ga uvaja. Druga metoda je značilna za 
podredno zložene povedi – pri teh lahko postavljamo vprašanja, odgovori na katere so podredni 
stavki. Zadnja metoda, ki je značilna za priredno zložene povedi, pa je spreminjanje povedi v 
asindetično povezan niz stavkov, kar pomeni, da so stavki povezani brez eksplicitnega veznika.  
V magistrskem delu sta obširno obravnavana vezalno in ločno razmerje, primeri katerih 
ponazarjajo, da se skladenjski in pragmatično-semantični pristop k določanju medstavčnega 
razmerja lahko razhajata. V delu so predstavljeni primeri, kjer ločno in vezalno skladenjsko 
priredje izražata časovno zaporedje, pogojnost, vzročno-posledično ali dopustno razmerje s 
pragmatično-semantičnega vidika. To pomeni, da so takšne povedi organizirane nehierarhično 
s skladenjskega vidika, medtem ko pragmatično-semantični vidik sugerira hierarhično 
organizacijo. Ta domneva je potrjena v empiričnem delu, kjer sodbe maternih govorcev 
angleščine potrjujejo, da eksplicitni strukturni pokazatelji stavčnih razmerij niso zadosten 
kriterij za dokončno določanje povedne (ne)hierarhije in da je smiselno ločevati med 
skladenjsko in pragmatično-semantično razlago razmerij med stavki.  
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Appendix A: Questionnaire 
 
Choose the variety of your native language: 
a) American English 
b) British English 
c) Other: _______________ 
 
 
1. Take a quick look at the sentences below. Do the words in bold introduce dependent or 
independent clauses? Mark dependent clauses with D and independent clauses with I. 
 
I’m imperfect, and she’s willing to forgive it. 
A lot of the times I leave before she gets home, or she leaves before I get home. 
There was less than a minute left in the game, and they were down 28-2. 
I will look it up when I get home. 
Hannah's swagger melts away, and she starts singing along for a second. 
I stay there, or I leave. 
I've not fully explored the blog, although I plan to. 
There has been speculation that Rice was among the people being considered as a replacement 
for Secretary of State Hillary Clinton if she steps down as she has indicated. 
I deposit Liv into her crib, and she starts crying immediately. 
You’d better quickly get on the right side of prophecy, or you are in trouble with God. 
Apparently, the crafting forum is a dead spot because no one seems to really care there. 
They also made it clear they wanted to get us up quickly, and they wanted to get us to a high 
altitude. 
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2. Below are five examples of different sets of sentences or sentence combinations. Each 
set is comprised of four different versions of an utterance. For each example, circle the 
version(s) of examples 1–5 which you deem grammatically correct – the version(s) 
do(es) not need to make logical sense. 
 
Example 1 
a) Aleck Sander came back with his clothes, and he dressed. 
b) Aleck Sander dressed, and he came back with his clothes. 
c) And Aleck Sander dressed. He came back with his clothes. 
d) Aleck Sander came back with his clothes, he dressed. 
 
Example 2 
a) And she picked up her phone. It buzzed.  
b) Her phone buzzed, she picked it up.  
c) Her phone buzzed, and she picked it up. 
d) She picked up her phone, and it buzzed. 
 
Example 3 
a) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. I am leaving you in the pool to die, and you do this 
one more time.  
b) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. You do this one more time, and I am leaving you 
in the pool to die. 
c) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. You do this one more time. I am leaving you in the 
pool to die.  
d) Dude, you did this three weeks ago. And I am leaving you pool to die, you do this one 
more time. 
 
Example 4 
a) I found an online site that verifies if your ballot was received. My mom’s wasn’t. She is 
still eligible to vote. 
b) I found an online site that verifies if your ballot was received. And my mom is still 
eligible to vote, hers wasn’t.  
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c) I found an online site that verifies if your ballot was received. My mom’s wasn’t, and 
she is still eligible to vote. 
d) I found an online site that verifies if your ballot was received. My mom is still eligible 
to vote, and hers wasn’t.  
 
Example 5 
a) I believe you also have to realize that viewers have very short attention spans, so they 
are gone, or you’ve got to hook them in the first 30 seconds. 
b) I believe you also have to realize that viewers have very short attention spans, so you've 
got to hook them in the first 30 seconds, or they are gone. 
c) I believe you also have to realize that viewers have very short attention spans, so or they 
are gone, you’ve got to hook the in the first 30 seconds. 
d) I believe you also have to realize that viewers have very short attention spans, so you’ve 
got to hook them in the first 30 seconds. They are gone. 
 
 
3. Circle the sentence(s) or sentence combination(s) which is/are the closest in meaning to 
the initial sentence in italics. There may be more than one answer. 
 
1) Hannah's swagger melts away, and she starts singing along for a second. 
a) Hannah starts singing along for a second, and her swagger melts away. 
b) When Hannah’s swagger melts away, she starts singing along for a second. 
c) Hannah’s swagger melts away, she starts singing along for a second. 
 
2) I deposit Liv into her crib, and she starts crying immediately. 
a) I deposit Liv into her crib. She starts crying immediately. 
b) Liv starts crying immediately when I deposit her into her crib. 
c) Liv starts crying immediately, and I deposit her into her crib. 
 
3) This woman has been sentenced, and she is going to prison. 
a) This woman is going to prison because she has been sentenced. 
b) This woman has been sentenced. She is going to prison.  
c) This woman is going to prison, and she has been sentenced. 
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4) The whistle-blowers knew the director's infidelity would eventually come out, and they 
wanted to protect themselves. 
a) Because the whistle-blowers knew the director’s infidelity would eventually come out, 
they wanted to protect themselves. 
b) The whistle-blowers wanted to protect themselves, and they knew the director’s 
infidelity would eventually come out.  
c) The whistle-blowers knew the director's infidelity would eventually come out. They 
wanted to protect themselves. 
 
5) You go past those rocks, and I shoot you. 
a) If you go past those rocks, I shoot you.  
b) You go past these rocks. I shoot you. 
c) I shoot you, and you go past those rocks. 
 
6) You hurt her, and I kill you. 
a) I kill you, and you hurt her. 
b) I kill you if you hurt her. 
c) You hurt her. I kill you. 
 
7) I’m imperfect, and she’s willing to forgive it. 
a) Even though I’m imperfect, she’s willing to forgive it. 
b) I’m imperfect. She’s willing to forgive it.  
c) She’s willing to forgive it, and I’m imperfect. 
 
8) Stephenie Meyer does her best, and she is still quite new. I enjoy her style of writing, as 
do millions of others. 
a) Stephenie Meyer is still quite new, and she does her best. I enjoy her style of writing, 
as do millions of others. 
b) Even though Stephenie Meyer is quite new, she does her best. I enjoy her style of 
writing, as do millions of others. 
c) Stephenie Meyer does her best. She is still quite new. I enjoy her style of writing, as 
do millions of others.  
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9) You’d better quickly get on the right side of prophecy, or you are in trouble with God. 
a) You’d better quickly get on the right side of prophecy. You are in trouble with God. 
b) If you do not get on the right side of prophecy, you are in trouble with God. 
c) You are in trouble with God, or you’d better quickly get on the right side of prophecy.  
 
10) We can't wait. We do this now, or you lose your minister. 
a) We can't wait. We do this now. You lose your minister. 
b) We can't wait. If we do not do this now, you lose your minister. 
c) We can't wait. You lose your minister, or we do this now.  
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Appendix B: Corpus Entries 
 
Below are the original forms of the entries which had been extracted from the Corpus of 
Contemporary English (2008–) and modified to illustrate individual clause relations in 
the thesis.  
1. Hannah's swagger melts away, and she starts singing along for a second then catches 
herself (Kuebler 2018). 
2. I deposit Liv into her crib and she starts crying immediately (Johnson 2017). 
3. This woman has been sentenced and she is going to prison (Les Misérables IMDB 
2019). 
4. The whistleblowers knew the director's infidelity would eventually come out and they 
wanted to protect themselves (Weiss 2012). 
5. You go past those rocks and I shoot you (The Babymoon IMDB 2017). 
6. I 'm imperfect, and she's willing to forgive it (Rivard 2012). 
7. And Stephenie Meyer is rather humble, and makes no claims to being an amazing 
author. She does her best, and she is still quite new. I enjoy her style of writing, as do 
millions of others ( Twilight: A Follow-Up, and a Promise 2012). 
8. You better quickly get on the right side of prophecy or you are in trouble with God 
(URGENT: Prayer Tonight 2012). 
9. We can't wait. So we do this now, or you lose your minister (Stop the Wedding IMDB 
2016). 
10. Then Aleck Sander came back with his clothes, dried now and still almost hot from the 
stove and he dressed, stamping into his stiffened boots; Edmonds' boy squatting again 
against the wall was still eating something from his hand and he said: “I'll have my 
dinner at Mr. Edmonds'” (Faulkner 1999). 
11. Her phone buzzed and she picked it up (Hughes 2017). 
12. Dude, you did this three weeks ago. One more time and I am leaving you in the pool to 
die (Broad City IMDB 2016). 
13. Anyway, I found an online site that verifies if your ballot was received and vote(s) 
counted..... My Mom's wasn't... AND she is still eligible to vote it says! (LIVE CHAT: 
Report Voting Issues and Experiences Here – Sarasota 2012) 
14. I believe you also have to realize that viewers have very short attention spans, so you've 
got to hook them in the first 30 seconds or they are gone (Howes, 2012). 
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15. A lot of the times I leave before she gets home or she leaves before I get home (Law 
and Order IMDB 2003). 
16. There was less than a minute left in the game and they were down 28-2 (Monette, Saints 
Take Care of Business vs. Lebanon 2012). 
17. I will look it up when I get home (Why People Hate the Gym | Shapely Prose 2012). 
18. I stay there, or I leave (Las Vegas IMDB 2003). 
19. I've not fully explored the blog although I plan to (Cycling from the University to the 
Center of Utrecht « BicycleDutch 2012). 
20. There has been speculation that Rice was among the people being considered as a 
replacement for Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, if she steps down as she has indicated 
(Petraeus to Congress: Benghazi Was Al-Qaeda Related Terror Attack 2012). 
21. Apparently the crafting forum is a dead spot because no one seems to really care there 
(2 Recipes Seem to be missing in RoR 2012). 
22. They also made it clear they wanted to get us up quickly, and they wanted to get us to a 
high altitude, because there had been a specific threat made to Air Force One (“An 
Interesting Day: President Bush's Movements and Actions on 9/11” 2012). 
23. In 2007 I was healthy, rode snowboards, enjoyed my job and built/rode motorcycles 
(Please help me, Doctors haven't been able to! 2012). 
24. I figured somebody has either tried this or knows of a way to make it work (Multiple 
Live Broadcast At The Same Time? 2012). 
25. When I have the time, I use a large number of pastels to create a subtler and more 
complex painting (Faegre 1997). 
26. You are indeed a true fan because you share (RobStenation: Thank You Very Much, 
RPLife! 2012). 
27. If you want to do Internet marketing, you are going to need a website (Tips And Tricks 
To Make Sure You Choose The Best Web Hosting 2012). 
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Izjava o avtorstvu  
 
Izjavljam, da je magistrsko delo v celoti moje avtorsko delo ter da so uporabljeni viri in  
literatura navedeni v skladu s strokovnimi standardi in veljavno zakonodajo.  
 
 Ljubljana, 5. 3. 2021                                       Eva Melavc  
